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I. INTRODUCTION 
Self-evaluatloa has been, and is, investigated by psy­
chologists engaged in the study of the nature, origins, and 
behavioral effects of man's conceptualization of himself. 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the possibility 
of intra-personal disparity between evaluation of salf-as-
object and evaluating self-as-process (Relative Self-
Evaluation) and the difference which the disparity may make 
in the expectations the individual has for succeeding and 
failing in various situations. 
In order to avoid ambiguity, definitions of some terms 
used in this investigation seem appropriate at this point. 
Evaluation by definition is to "ascertain or fix tha value or 
worth of" (American Heritage, 1970). Self-eviluation is a 
special case of evaluation in which the agent and the object 
are one and the same organism. The criteria for ascertaining 
self-worth are success and failure: success is good, failure 
is bad. Self is a rubric for the cognitive structuring of 
experience. Personality is a rubric foe a "hypothetical 
entity" defined as "the relatively enduring pattern of 
recurring interpersonal situations which characterize a humin 
life" (Sullivan, 1947, p. vi). Salf-as-ob^egt and self-as-
process refer to those aspects of self which Head (1934) 
terms object ("Me") and subject ("I") . More specifically. 
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self-as-object will be used ia the Sullivaaian (1947) sense 
of represented self; those aspects of the personality whick 
are in awareness. S elf-as-process will refer to all aspects 
of personality whether in or out of awareness. Relative 
Self-Evaluation (HSE) refers to iatra-personal disparity be­
tween evaluation of salf-as-object and evaluating self-as-
process. 
To continue, counseling and clinical psychologists often 
work with anxious individuals who belittle their accomplish­
ments and evaluate themselves negatively even though they 
appear competent, accomplished, successful by society's stan­
dards, and can and do sometimes so describe themselves. 
Whether warranted or not, many individuals continually expect 
failure or disapproval in their work and in their relation­
ships with people. 
Frequently in the coanseling situation counselees also 
refer to long-gone but not forgotten perceptions of parental 
disapprobation- These references to past events often seem 
to be non seguiturs at the time. It has been suggested that 
past events may not in themselves be causal agents of subse­
quent attitudes towards self (Frank, 1965; Sullivan, 1947). 
Sullivan's view is that important factors in self-evaluation 
are the individual's representations and evaluations of 
events and relationships and the individual's own 
idiosyncratic meanings of success and failure. Although 
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subject to alteration through subsequent interpersonal 
actions and reactions, early representations and evaluations 
of self as well as egocentric value criteria generalize into 
adulthood. 
The present investigation of self-evaluation consisted 
of two studies within the framework of a) Sullivan's theory 
(1947) of the interpersonal nature of personality, b) 
Diggory's model (1966) ani research paradigm of sslf-
evaluation, and c) five seemingly independent lines of empir­
ical investigations. 
Study I extended Diggory's research model of self-
evaluation to include: a) Relative Self-Evaluation (RSE: 
disparity between evaluation of self-as-object and evaluating 
self-as-process) , and b) parental antecedents of self-
evaluation. 
Study II, a modification of Diggory's research paradigm 
and application of the extended model of self-evaluation, 
explored the relationships between fiSE, anxiety, and self-
estimations of probability of success. 
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II. LIIER&rOBE REVIEW 
A. Concept of Self-Evaluation 
The concept Df self-evaluation is not unique to any one 
particular theory of personality. Most theories recognize 
some sort of good-bad continuum and some criterion or stan­
dard for assessing value or worth. However, much of the re­
search on self-evaluation has been atheoratical (Wylie, 
1961). 
The major issues upon which theories differ in their 
conceptualizations of self-evaluation are; a) the definition 
of self, b) the explanation of the processes of the develop­
ment of self, c) the degree to which self is instrumental in 
its own development and formulation of value criteria, and d) 
the conceptualization of the criteria used in evaluating 
self. Most theories differentiate between self-as-object and 
self-as-process (Coleman, 1960; Hall and Lindzey, 1970) . 
aost theories also include some delineation o£ the role of 
parents in the development of self and self-evaluation. 
Two lines of research and theory point to the potential­
ly heuristic value of developing a method for investigating 
the effects of intra-personal disparity between object and 
process aspects of self-evaluation. The present study adopts 
the Sullivanian approach to self-evaluation aid Diggory's 
5 
(196f)) modeJ and paradigm for self-evaluation research. 
According to Sullivan's theory, self-evaluation is cen­
tral to a life-long process of development ani maintenance of 
self and is based on the dual value criteria of a) 
equilibration of tension and reduction of anxiety (Sullivan, 
1953, pp. 37-45), and b) "significant others" who, as 
"carriers of the culture", represent standards for evaluating 
self and behavior in terms of success or failure. To the 
extent that the parental figures continue to represent models 
of power (in the sense of competence, authority, and as 
arbiters and givers of renards and punishments), the individ­
ual continues to invoke the parental model as a standard for 
judging success and failure in the achievement of the satis­
faction of biological and interpersonal security needs. 
In Diggory* s (196 6) view, self is not an enti^; it is a 
relation of the form (X.....o X) . In this model of self-
evaluation, "o" represents the valuing or fixing of self-
worth by the juxtaposition of self ("X") and the values of 
"success is good, failure is bad" (Diggory, 1966; Pepper, 
1958) . 
In the following section Sullivan's conceptualizations 
of the foregoing issues will be briefly presented. Expansion 
of Diggory's self-evaluation model and modification of 
Diggory*s paradigm for self-evaluation research will be pre­
sented in Section S. 
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B. A BLief Overview of Sullivan's Theory of 
the Interpersoaal Nature of Personality 
The major focus of this study of self-evaluation is on 
the disparity between evaluation of self-as-object and evalu­
ating se If-as-process within the framework of Harry Stack 
Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal nature of personality. 
Therefore, before reporting on the body of literature most 
germane to the present investigation, a brief summary of 
Sullivan's theory will be presented. This will include con­
structs which are specifically pertinent to the present 
study. A more complete exposition of Sullivan's theory can 
be found in Sullivan (1947, 1953, 1956, 1972), in Mullahy 
(19U8, 1949, 1967), Ford and Urban (1963), Carson (1969), 
Hall and Lindzey (1970), and in Levy (1970). 
Sullivan's primary assumption was that the individual 
exists inextricably withia a biological and social milieu. 
Therefore, "personality is the hypothetical eatity we posit 
to account for interpersonal relations" (Sullivan, 1947, p. 
vi). Consequently, the only proper unit of study is a person 
integrated in a situation with another person or persons. 
Two postulates are central to Sullivan's interpersonal 
Theory: a) self is an interpersonal phenomenon which comes 
into being after birth through the interactions of the infant 
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and child with the parents in a mutual attempt to satisfy the 
infant's and chili's physico-chemical and contact needs; and 
b) demands of the environment are such that no individual 
escapes feelings of helplessness and experiences of 
disapprobation. 
In this investigation, two aspects of Sullivan's theory 
will be considered: a) the forms of influence upon the de­
velopment, maintenance, and change of the self-system, i.e., 
parents, significant otaers, anxiety, and processes of de­
fense; and b) the nature af the conception of self. 
1. Forms of influence 
Parents 
Through processes which Sullivan terms eapathy and 
reflected appraisal, the infant and young child develop con­
cepts of a "Good ae" and a "Bad He". Empathy refers to the 
communication by the "mothering ones" of "good" feelings of 
well-being and power in interpersonal relations as well as of 
"bad" feelings of anxiety and helplessness. Reflected 
appraisal refers to the internalization of ths evaluations 
{approbation or disapprobation) of the "mothering ones" and 
%o zhe internalization of the "mothering ones'" expectations 
of oehavior leading to approbation or disapprobation. The 
8 
"mot h«j 1 j ii'j Lnciuflti all those upon whom the infant is 
diiectly dependent foe the satisfaction of biological needs 
and needs for security in interpersonal relations. Thus, the 
parents or parent-surrogates are the first form of influence 
upon the development of the child's concept of self and are 
the prototypes of the symbolic representation of "significant 
others". 
Significant others 
The collective representations of others, which Sullivan 
terms personifications, are the second form of influence upon 
the development, maintenance, and change of self. 
Personifications of significant others as well as of self 
"represent the enduring manifestations of past experience in 
interpersonal relations" (Mullahy, 1967, p. 20) . In addition 
to parents, significant others include siblings, friends, 
teachers, and others upon whom the individual depends for 
satisfaction of biological and security needs. Consequently, 
each individual responds to cultural demands, formulates ex­
pectations of success or failure, and engages in a life-long 
process of evaluating self in terms of unique historical 
personifications. These personifications which have their 
origins in parent-child interpersonal relations grow and/or 
change depending upon the history of interpersonal axperi-
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ences and may be a synthesis of fictional, imaginary, and 
real people. 
Aniie&c 
Anxiety, the third form of influence, is related to the 
first two and ia a sense precedes them. In his "heuristic" 
classification of the organization of experience, Sullivan 
(1953, pp. 151-159) describes anxiety (a pronounced drop in 
feelings of well-being or euphoria) as the most important of 
the learning processes. 
It is probably more nearly in keeping with Sullivan's 
theories to say that the organism's hereditary capacities for 
experiencing anxiety and elaborating upon those experiences 
(Sullivan, 1953, pp. 152-153) are the third form of influence 
in the development, maintenance, and change of the represen­
tations of self. However, in Sullivan's words (1947): 
"The self ... is built up out of this experience 
of approbation and disapproval, of reward and 
punishment. The peculiarity of the self ... is that 
as it grows it functions, in accordance with its state 
of development, right from the start ... It has a 
tendency to focus attention on performances with the 
significant other person which get approbation or 
disfavor. And that peculiarity, closely connected with 
anxiety, persists thenceforth through life" (pp. 9-10). 
10 
Processes of defense 
Because anxiety is such a noxious state, the individual 
learns and develops characteristic ways of minimizing or 
avoiding anxiety, i.e., enduring patterns of recurrent inter­
personal behaviors. Sullivan categorizes these behavior pat­
terns in four classifications of inferred "mental devices and 
strategies": sublimation, obsessionalism, selective 
inattention, and dissociation. 
Sullivan suggested that the perpetuation and success of 
these strategies is dependent to a large exteat upon relating 
to someone who reinforces them, someone who fits the individ­
ual's personifications of significant others reasonably well. 
Thus, both the personifications of self and of significant 
others are maintained, and relatively enduring patterns of 
interpersonal situations continue and change slowly if at 
all. Whether these devices and strategies result in 
disruption or maintenance of self in interpersonal situa­
tions, Sullivan regards them as differing only in degree and 
not in principle. These four processes, then, compose the 
fourth influence upon the development, maintenance, and 
change of the personality. 
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2- Nature of conception pf self 
According to Sullivanian theory, the human organism very 
early in infancy begins, first, to differentiate self from 
the physical and social environment and, secondly, to develop 
concepts of a "Good Me" and a "Bad Me". Sullivan further 
conceptualized personality as differentiated into represent­
ed, selectively inattended and dissociated selves. 
Represented self, which may also be evaluated and 
personified as either good or bad, includes those aspects of 
experience in interpersonal situations that are admitted to 
awareness. Selectively inattended self which may also be 
evaluated and personified as either good or bad includes 
those aspects of experience that are not attended to but that 
say upon occasion be known to the individual, Dissociated 
self includes those aspects of experience which arouse such 
extreme feelings of loathing, awe, or dread that they are 
denied altogether. The dissociated self is characterized as 
"Not Me". Sullivan's position is that most interpersonal re­
lations take place between represented selves. That is not 
to say that the selectively inattended and dissociated selves 
are not involved in interpersonal relations. However, repre­
sented self may be inferred by both the individual and a 
participant observer, whereas, selectively inattended and 
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dissociated selves for the most part can be inferred only 
from a participant observer's experience in an interpersonal 
situation with the individual (Sullivan, 1953, pp. 13-14) . 
In summary, self-evaluation is an integral part of 
Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal nature of personality. 
Personality is organized and maintained through processes of 
evaluation of self in interpersonal situations, and behaviors 
in interpersonal situations are reflexively influenced by 
prior evaluations of self. 
C. Conceptual Perspectives of Self-Concept 
and Self-Evaluation 
In the last three decades there has been a renewed and 
growing emphasis in psychology on the investigation of the 
concept of self and the mediating effects of various aspects 
of self, self-evaluation in particular. Earlier, James 
(1890) conceptualized three aspects of self; a) constituents 
(material, social, spiritual, and Ego), b) self-feelings, 
and c) the actions of self-seeking and self-preservation. 
Cooley (1902) discussed the empirical self that can be 
"apprehended or verified" by ordinary observation within a 
social context. Mead (1934) viewed self as different from 
the physiological organism and regarded self both as object 
which is essentially a social structure arising in 
13 
social experience and as subject ("I") which is the agent or 
doer. Between these earlier conceptualizations of self and 
present day theories and empirical investigations there were 
two antithetical approaches to the study of behavior, both of 
which denied the utility of a construct of self-concept: a) 
Skinnerian behaviorism which stated that behavior (response) 
can be accounted for in terms of stimulus characteristics and 
reinforcement schedules, and b) a cosmological view of man 
which suggested that the concept of selfhood may obscure the 
norms or laws of individual existence and "fail to bring out 
with full force the melting of individuals into one another" 
(Murphy, 1947) . 
Both approaches are still current. However, many 
behaviorists share Lazarus* (1971) view that behavior therapy 
involves cognitive restructuring which may involve the cogni­
tions of self. Meichenbaum (1973) presented a series of 
studies and reviewed more than fifty investigations 
demonstrating cognitive factors in behavior modification. 
Concept of self is a central element of many contempora­
ry theories of personality and psychotherapy (Ellis, 1962; 
Freud. 1933: Kelly, 1955: Rogers, 1951; Sullivan, 1947; and 
others). Whatever the terminologies in which they are 
couched, there are five major commonalities among theories: 
a) self refers to an internal organization of experience 
(Bertocci, 1945; Sarbin, 1952; Snygg 6 Combs, 1949) or as 
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more recently conceptualized, the cognitive structuring of 
experience (Kelly, 1955; Langer, 1969; Miller, Galaater, & 
Pribram, 1960; Sullivan, 1947; Werner, 1948, 1957); b) self-
evaluation is a central element in the organization of expe­
rience (Brownfain, 1952; Hallowell, 1959; Rogers, 1951; 
Sullivan, 1947; and others); c) parents influence the devel­
opment of self-concept; d) self is conceptualized as both an 
object ("Me") and a process ("I") ; and e) self-conflict and 
incongruence between aspects and/or perceptions of self are 
related to pathological behavior. 
The assessment of self-concept, however, poses many 
problems. Numerous investigations (American Psychological 
Association, 1966; Coopersmith, 1959, 1964; Fey, 1957; Fitts, 
July, 1971; Haas & Haehr, 1965; Jourard & Semy, 1955; Ludwig, 
1970; Ludwig & Maehr, 1967; Haehr, Sensing, & Nafzgar, 1962; 
Rentz & White, 1967a; Vacchiano 5 Strauss, 1968; Vacchiano, 
Strauss, and Schiffman, 1968; Videbeck, 1960; Vincent, 1968; 
Sylie, 1961; and others) provide evidence supporting the 
validity of the constructs of self-evaluation and of 
phenomenal (represented) and non-phenomenal (selectively 
inattended and dissociated) self. Validity of the construct 
as veil as its measurement has been guestionei by Combs, 
Soper, and Courson (1963), Gaier and White (1965), Holt 
(1951), Lowe (1961), and Natsoulas (1970). 
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Nevertheless, the trend in various disciplines of psy­
chology is to stress the importance of studying personality 
organization in the investigation of human behavior (Block, 
1968; Carlson, 1971; Hilgard, 1949; Langer, 1969; Miller, 
Galanter, 5 Pribram, 1960; Vale & Vale, 1969; Werner, 1957) 
using naturalistic methods (Greenberg, 1967; Kelman, 1967; 
Hausch, 1967), 
In 1949 Hilgard proposed the study of the "inferred 
self", a c^acept in terms of which we might comprehend 
continuity or persistence of patterns of behavior throughout 
a person's life history. Hilgard concluded that the most im­
portant aspects of man's image of himself are interpersonal 
in origin and expression. 
Block (1968) suggested that apparently inconsistent be­
haviors may be understood and predicted if mediating vari­
ables are analyzed and considered. Block conceptualized four 
reasons for apparent inconsistencies; a) comparison of be­
haviors of differing levels of salience for the individual; 
b) effects of environmental factors; c) mediation of behavior 
by underlying variables; and d) bounds or limits of personal 
consonance: 
Vale and Vale (1969) also suggested that underlying var­
iables as well as organism-environment interactions mediate 
behaviors. Therefore, research in psychology should include 
a concern for processes within individuals and take into ac­
16 
count interactions between the organism and the environment. 
Carlson (1971) suggested that priority ia current re­
search should be given to investigations of personality or­
ganization within individuals and that pre-existing qualita­
tive differences in subject variables should be taken into 
consideration. 
Siller, Galanter, and Pribram (1960) proposed a 
cybernetic model of cognitive structure and processes which 
subsumes existing theories of personality. Differentiation 
between structure (personality) and process (dynamics) is 
central to the model. The construct of Image represents 
structure and the TOTE operation represents dynamic process­
es. 
In the theories of Langer (1969) and Werner (1957) self 
is viewed as a "special cognitive object with unique proper­
ties" (Langer, 1969, p. 175) • The development of personal 
identity is similar to "coming to know objects and their 
properties, particularly their causal properties" (p. 174) 
and is thought to be governed by accommodatory and 
assimilatory functions dependent upon the individual's cogni­
tive organization and interaction with environment. 
Self-evaluation is the most frequently studied aspect of 
self-concept (Hylie, 1961). Self-evaluation, self-regard, 
and self-esteem have been studied descriptively and as 
antecedents and consequents of behavior (Diggory, 1966; 
17 
Fitts, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972a, 1972b, 1972c,1972cl; Wylie, 
1961) and as variables in process and outcome research in 
psychotherapy (Diggory, 1966; Fitts, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972a, 
1972b, 1972c, 1972d; Gibb, 1971; Levaa*ay, 1955; Raimy, 1948; 
Hrenn, 1958; and others). In Handbook of psychotherapy and 
behavior change (Bergin and Garfield, 1971), Bandura (p. 
679), Bergin (pp. 156-157, 161), Harsden (pp. 353, 361), and 
Urban and Ford (p. 29) stress the importance of the self-
evaluative aspect of self-concept in personality and 
therapeutic outcome research. 
In summary, historically in modern psychology, there was 
an early period of interest in self-structure and self-
process. This was followed by a period in which many 
disciplines in psychology considered internal organization of 
experience and underlying dispositions unimportant in the ex­
planation and prediction of behavior. Recently, however, 
theorists and investigators have advocated exploration of 
underlying dispositions and cognitive structuring of experi­
ence in relation to behavior and to the explanation and pre­
diction of specific behaviors. At a time when the major 
trends in psychology were psychoanalytic theory and 
behaviorism, Sullivan was formulating his theory of the in­
terpersonal nature of personality. 
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0. Empirical Investigations of Self-Evaluation 
Organized in Terms of Sullivan's Concepts 
Application of Sullivan's theory to empirical investiga­
tions of self-evaluation draws together five seemingly inde­
pendent lines of research: a) antecedents of self-
evaluation, b) intra-persona1 disparity between evaluation 3f 
self-as-object and evaluating self-as-process, c) functional 
relationships between anxiety and self-evaluation, d) self-
evaluation operationally defined as self-estimations of suc­
cess/failure, p(S) ; and e) generalization of self-evaluation. 
1. Antecedents of self-evaluation 
There is a vast amount of literature in personality,-
developmental, and social psychology and in sociology that 
provides partial but often equivocal evidence that self-
evaluation is related to a) beliefs, attitudes, and child 
rearing practices of parents, and b) evaluations of and by 
others. 
Coopersmith (19 67), Frank (1965), Rosenberg (1968), and 
Wylie (1961) suggested that the significant variable in the 
development of s elf-evaluation may be the individual's repre­
sentations of interpersonal events, significant others, and 
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self. 
Crandall and Bellugi (1954), Frank (1965), Morse and 
Gergen (1970), Mueller (1963), and Steiner (1968) suggested 
that there is a reflexive relationship betweea evaluation of 
self and evaluation of and by others. Thus, the manner in 
which an individual evaluates both himself and those with 
whom he interacts may determine not only with whom and under 
what circumstances the individual interacts but also which 
cues will be attended to in a situation and the meaning 
attached to those cues. 
Therefore, as Sullivan hypothesizes, it seems likely 
that in addition to empirical reality, an important dimension 
of antecedents of self-evaluation is the individual's percep­
tion of family members, significant others, and interpersonal 
events. 
2. Intra-personal disparity between evaluation of self-as-
obiect_and_evaluating_self%as22rocess 
Three views of intra-personal dichotomous aspects of 
personality predominate. First, Coleman (I960} and Hall and 
Lindzey (1970) distinguish between two meanings of self: a) 
self-as-object; beliefs and attitudes an individual has 
about himself; and b) self-as-process: psychological proc­
esses or dynamics thought to function as determinants of be­
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havior. Bogerians make a distinction between "phenomenal" 
and "organismic" self but most typically investigate the 
disparity between actual and ideal selves. Finally, Wylie 
(1961) in her review of research relevant to self-concept 
theory defined dichotomous aspects of personality as 
phenomenal self (those aspects of which the individual is 
avare) and non-phenomenal self (those aspects of which the 
individual is not aware) . 
The following research (Combs, Soper, & Courson, 1963; 
Coopersmith, 1964; Ekman & Friesen, 1969; Rentz 6 White, 
1967a; Tryon S Tryon, 1972; Vacchiano, Strauss, S Schiffman, 
1968; Wylie, 196 1) suggests the utility of a Sullivanian 
view of intra-persoaal dichotomous aspects of self that 
combines the three foregoing views. 
Wylie reviewed thirty-two studies of phenomenal versus 
non-phenomenal self. Closely related to studies of 
phenomenal versus non-phenomenal self are invsstigations of 
insight. In the thirty-nine investigations of insight 
reviewed by Wylie, the operational definitions of insight 
almost all involved evaluative traits. Insight was inferred 
when disparities were small between self-ratings and ratings 
by others or between ratings of actual self and ideal self. 
Wylie concluded that the accuracy of predictions of behavior 
could be increased if one found out the subjects* representa­
tions of the objective situation and also that the accuracy 
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of piediction of behavior could ba improved by the use of 
both phenomenal and non-phenomenal self-concept measures. 
Wylie pointed out, however, that there are two problems of 
measurement that are "unique and difficult" ia the measure­
ment of non-phenomenal self-concept; a) can the non-
phenomenal self-concept be inferred from a self-report, and 
b) if inferences from self-reports and non-phenomenal self-
measures differ, one must prove that the subject holds the 
unconscious attitudes and is also unaware of such attitudes. 
The following investigations, which are representative 
of the literature, either demonstrate the inadequacy of the 
self-report as a tool for the explanation and prediction of 
behavior or suggest the heuristic value of two or more inde­
pendent assessments of personality which may reveal 
disparities between intra-personal aspects of personality. 
Tryon and Tryon (1972) investigated the self-
presentation hypothesis of fontana, et {1968a, 1968b) aad 
Braginsky, et al. (1969). Tryon and Tryon failed to 
replicate the findings of Fontana and Braginsky and concluded 
that self-reports alone are not sufficient to discriminate 
between "sick" and "healthy" presentersc 
Cowen (1954) investigated the relationships between neg­
ative self-concept measures of Brownfain (1952) and personal­
ity measures of Âdorno (19 50) and Bills et al. (1951) and 
performance on tasks involving rigidity and perceptual 
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thresholds. Cowen found that negative self-concept was not 
predictive of performance on these tasks but that negative 
self-concept was a discriminating personality index, espe­
cially when embedded within the context of a sâïies of other 
self-ratings. 
Combs, Soper, and Courson (1963) , who compared chil­
dren's self-reports with self-concept inferred from observa­
tion of children in three interpersonal situations, also con­
cluded that the self-report cannot justifiably be used as a 
direct measure of self-concept. 
The importance of non-verbal behavior as a source of in­
formation about psycho-dynamics, interpersonal styles, 
affects, and attitudes has been recognized by theorists from 
Freud and Darwin to the Gestaltists. Attitudss towards 
disguised self-portraits and handwriting (Goffman, 1955; 
Huntley, 1940; Wolff, 1933) have been found to differ from 
self-ratings. Ekman and Friesen (1969) in their study of 
"non-verbal leakage and clues to deception" concluded that 
such leakage and clues may serve either to discover or to 
maintain deception of self or others. 
Bentz and White (1967a) factor analyzed scores of the 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale and the semantic Differential 
Scale (both assumed to be measures of self-as-object) and 
Cattell's 16 PF Scale (assumed to be a measure of self-as-
process) in an attempt to determine whether these two dimen­
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sions are independent aspects of the personality. On the 
basis of the results of their study, Eentz and White conclud­
ed that although self-as-process "subsumed" the dimension of 
self-as-object, these two dimensions are independent. 
Vacchiano, Strauss, and Schiffaan (1968) in a study of 
the personality correlates of dogmatism also factor analyzed 
the TSCS and 16 PF scale scores. Factors extracted were sim­
ilar and support the Bentz and White findings that self-as-
object and self-as-process are independent dimensions of per­
sonality. 
Coopersmith (1964) defined three major types of self-
esteem (subjective, behavioral, and unconscious) and investi­
gated the relationships among academic, social, and personal­
ity measures of subjective and behavioral self-esteem. 
Coopersmith concluded that the relationship between 
subjective and behavioral self-esteem is a function of 
underlying self-evaluation. 
None of the foregoing investigations of self-report or 
self-as-object versus self-as-process were derived directly 
from Sullivan's theory. However, without making too great a 
metaphorical, inductive leap they may be interpreted as 
supporting evidence for a) the validity of Sullivan's con­
structs of represented self and non-represented selves 
(selectively inattended and dissociated), and b) the validity 
of Sullivan's hypothesis that, although interpersonal tela-
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tions for the most part take place between represented 
selves, behavior is also a function of the selectively 
inattended and/or dissociated selves. 
Therefore, within the conceptual framework of Sullivan's 
theory the writer modifies the definitions of self-as-object 
and self-as-process and integrates the three views of the 
dichotomous intra-personal aspects of personality as follows: 
a) evaluation of self-as-obiect: beliefs and attitudes an 
individual has about himself, including ideal self, and those 
organismic and psychological dynamic processes of which the 
individual is çgggiz^t; b) evaluating self-as-process: 
mainly those organismic and dynamic psychological processes 
thought to function as determinants of behavior about which 
the individual is not qpgaizant. In addition, evaluating 
self-as-process includes those beliefs and attitudes about 
himself and his ideal self that an individual has but again 
of which he is not cognizant. Whatever the conceptualization 
of intra-personal dichotomies, anxiety and disparity are 
thought to be functionally related. 
3. Functional relationship,between anxiety_and_self-
evaluation 
Anxiety has been conceptualized as having both 
phenomenological and physiological components (Freud, 1936; 
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Lazarus, 1966; Schachter, 1964; Spielberger, 1966). The fol­
lowing investigations have related both phenomenological and 
physiological components of anxiety to self-evaluation and to 
disparities between various dichotomous intra-personal 
aspects of personality (Felker, 1969; Hodges, 1968; Kimble 5 
Posnick, 1967; Owen & Pedersen, 1969; Rosenberg, 1962; Watson 
6 Friend, 1969). Sithin the framework of Sullivan's theory 
self-evaluation and anxiety may, in interpersonal situations, 
be components of both self-as-object and self-as-process. 
Kimble and Posnick (1967) questioned the construct 
validity of the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale and suggested 
that the TM&S may be measuring self-evaluation. Tha 50-item 
scale was rewritten so that the items of the two resulting 
scales had similar sentence structure and were of about the 
same level of emotional importance and social desirability. 
Positive and negative connotations were retained. The dif­
ference between the two forms, specifically, was that 
anxiety-related content was excluded from the re-written 
items. Correlation between the two forms was +.73i compari­
son of counts of matching versus non-matching item responses 
vas also positive and highly significant. Kimble and Posnick 
concluded that it is the positive or negative connotation of 
the statements that determine the subject's response rather 
than the specific content of the statement. 
26 
To investigate the question of how anxiety and self-
evaluation are related to social behavior, Watson and Friend 
(1969) developed scales to measure two forms of anxiety expe­
rienced and reported in social situations: a) Social Avoid­
ance and Distress (SAD), and b) Fear of Negative Evaluation 
(FN£). Anxiety was inferred from impaired performance on the 
Hechsler Digit Symbol task. The expected relationships were 
found* Individuals high on the SAD scale were anxious in 
social situations and clearly avoided social situations. In­
dividuals high on the FN£ scale became nervous in evaluative 
conditions, seemed to seek social approval, and tended to 
seek non-evaluative social situations. 
Owen and Pedersen (1969) investigated the effects of 
anxiety, stress, and sex on the accuracy of person percep­
tion. They found a slight negative relationship between 
anxiety and accuracy of person perception but none of the 
main effects or interactions reached statistical signifi­
cance. 
Rosenberg (1962) investigated the relationship between 
physiological indices of anxiety and self-esteem. Four 
factors were reported which were associated with self-esteem 
and independently related to physiological indices of 
anxiety: instability of self-image, presenting self, threats 
to self-esteem, and feelings of isolation. Results indicated 
a significant inverse relationship between self-esteem and 
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anxiety. However, when the four factors were statistically 
controlled, the relationship of self-esteem to anxiety was 
decreased. 
Hodges (1968) , in his investigation of the relationships 
between A-trait and A-state anxiety, types of stress (ego 
threat, pain threat, and no threat), and measures of anxiety 
(Affect Adjective Check List and Heart Rate), concluded that 
anxiety has a greater relationship to ego threat (self-
esteem) than to threat of pain. Hodges also considered the 
self-report measure (AACL) a more sensitive indicator of 
anxiety than is the physiological (Heart Bate) measure of 
anxiety, especially when overall arousal level is high. In 
addition, Hodges recommended that investigation of response 
to stress requires "real life" situations because of limita­
tions in the laboratory evaluation of response to stress. 
Felker (1969) expanded Ausubel's (1954) hypothesis of 
transitional anxiety to include an% situation ia which self-
esteem is different from status, which was defined as others' 
ratings of esteem. Anxiety was measured by the Childrans* 
Manifest Anxiety Scale (Castenada, McCandless, and Palermo, 
1956). Self-ratings were compared with teacher and peer-
ratings. Peer-ratings were more closely associated with 
anxiety than were teacher-ratings. Anxiety was significantly 
lower when self-ratings were lower than peer-ratings, but the 
expected high anxiety was not found when self-ratings were 
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higher than peer-ratings. Anxiety was not as high when both 
self-ratings and peer-ratings were low. Felker concluded 
that high self-ratings in the presence of low ratings by 
others operate as a defense which lowers the anxiety level 
that is otherwise present whei self-ratings and other-ratings 
are both low. 
Again, these six investigations were not derived from 
Sullivan's theory but support Sullivan's hypothesis that the 
structuring of personality is maintained (and developed) by 
reflexive processes of self-evaluation and strategies for 
reducing or avoiding excessive tension and anxiety. High 
self-esteem may be a more or less rigid defensive strategy 
for controlling feelings of unworthiness and/or anxiety, 
furthermore, according to Sullivan, tension and anxiety are 
experienced when represented self is personified as "Bad Me", 
and/or when disparity between represented and non-represented 
selves is large and events threaten this organization of per­
sonality. 
4. Self-evaluation and seIf-estimations of success/ 
failure 
The good/bad continuum of self-evaluation has been 
conceptualized and operationalized as a success/failure 
continuum (Coopersmith, 1967; Diggory, ^  al., 19b3,- 1960, 
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1962, 1964; Heckhaasen, 1967; Locke, 1967; ani Sullivan, 
1947)• Diggory and Sullivan conceptualized a good/bad 
continuum in terms of instrumental effectiveness in the 
attainment of goals. 
Coopersmith*s (1967) investigations were based on the 
views that a person can be known to himself as can any other 
object and that self-esteem is a global measure of self-
evaluation. Coopersmith proposed four areas in which posi­
tive or negative evaluations of self are determined: success 
(power, acceptance, virtue, competence), defenses, values, 
and aspirations. 
Although estimation of probability of success has been 
investigated in relation to level of aspiration and n 
Achievement (Atkinson & Feather, 1966a, 1966b; Feather, 1967; 
McClelland, et al., 1953), locus of control, and generalized 
and specific expectancies (Hotter, 1966), a rsview of 
investigations of these relationships is not within the scope 
of this investigation. A comprehensive review of more than 
450 studies of these relationships may be found in The 
anatomy of achievement motivation (Heckhausen, 1967). 
Heckhausen differentiated between task-oriented and 
socially-oriented dimensions of experience. When performance 
is task-oriented, the course of action is experienced as a 
measure of one's own competence. When performance is 
socially-oriented, the course of action is experienced as 
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self-esteem. These two orientations are not mutually exclu­
sive according to Heckhausen, although action is more likely 
to be socially-oriented after completion of the task. 
Diggory et al. {I960, 1962, 1964), investigated level of 
aspiration (L0&) and estimations of probability of success, 
pfS), under a mixed, free and constrained, condition (where 
there is a fixed ultimate goal but where subjects are free to 
set subgoals) which Diggory considers more similar to 
naturalistic situations in life than are laboratory LOA situ­
ations. Diggory, et al., concluded that when the subject is 
free to choose and change goals, L0& is a valid index of 
feelings of success/failure. However, under conditions 
simulating naturalistic situations where there are 
"deadlines" of time or fixed goals, then p(S) is a valid 
index of feelings of satisfaction (whether the limits are set 
by the subject or imposed by other people or circumstances). 
Both Diggory and Heckhausen found that levels of LOà and p(S) 
were independent except that in Diggory's investigations, 
under high motivation conditions LOà increased and p (5) 
decreased. 
Locke (1967) found that in a constrained condition sat­
isfaction was significantly related only to success and fail­
ure experiences. Locke concluded that it is outcome of 
action in relation to values that is important as a 
determinant of feelings of well-being and satisfaction. For 
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example, an event that may be a failure experience for one 
person may be a success experience for another because of 
differing histories of interpersonal experiences as well as 
differing socio-economic backgrounds. 
The research of Heckhausen and Diggory investigated the 
relationship of absolute levels of self-evaluation to a num­
ber of variables. Pepitone (1967) and Gilinsky (1949) have 
investigated relative rather than absolute self-evaluations 
or estimates. 
Pepitone found that social comparison processes (opera­
tionally defined as competitive bargaining) are affected by 
the size of evaluation and/or performance discrepancies as 
well as by the absolute levels of self-evaluation. In his 
investigation of self-dynamics and stress, Pepitone found 
that as discrepancies between evaluations and/or performance 
increase (up to the point of non-comparability) , uncertainty 
increases. Also as the individual behaves inconsistently 
with self-esteem, stress increases. To reduce uncertainty 
and stress, individuals tend to engage in self-enhancing be­
haviors. When the individual is reliably aware of self-
evaluation and considers these characteristics unchangeable, 
there is a tendency to engage in self-validating behaviors. 
Gilinsky (1949) found a functional relationship between 
level of aspiration and the individual's estimate of his own 
ability (IQ) relative to a group whose performance was known. 
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The greater the difference in ability between the individual 
and the group, the more the level of aspiration varied from 
the group norm. 
In summary, positive and negative self-evaluation have 
been found to be related to feelings of success or failure, 
to values the individual holds, to socially-oriented perform­
ance, and to stress when there are discrepancies between 
self-evaluation and performance. There is considerable evi­
dence in the laboratory that LOA is a valid index of suc­
cess/failure when subjects are free to choose their own goals 
and that p (S) is a valid index of positive/negative self-
evaluation when goals and limits are imposed upon subjects by 
others. These findings are congruent with Sullivan's obser­
vations that feelings of self-worth derive partially from ex­
periences of "instrumental" effectiveness in interpersonal 
situations and partially from favorable comparisons of self 
with significant others' behaviors and values. 
5. Generalization of self-evaluation 
It is generally assumed that positive or negative self-
evaluation tends to generalize from one situation or task to 
others. Heckhausen raised three questions that must be 
answered to demonstrate generalization and prominence of an 
evaluative disposition: a) to what extent doss it lead to 
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action rather than just wishful fantasies; b) to what extent 
does it lead to enduring rather than sporadic activity, and 
c) to what extent does it apply to situations of different 
kinds? 
Heckhausen (1967) postulated evaluative dispositions of 
hope-of success (HS) and fear of failure (FF) which are not 
the result of immediate experiences but which influence goal 
setting, anticipation of success/failure, and judgments of 
outcomes. Generalized evaluative dispositions have been 
found to be related to the structure and quality of time ex­
perience, to content-free perception, to anticipatory 
feelings of confidence, and to social- and self-oriented di­
mensions of success and failure. 
Evidence that high and low self-evaluation generalizes 
was reported by Diggory (1966). Self-evaluational trends, 
defined as p(S) trends, over trials were found under varying 
conditions of motivation, success/failure, and varying values 
of rewards achieved or lost, P(S) trends over trials were 
also found to discriminate among various subject populations; 
between hospitalized physically disabled children and nor­
mals; among schizophrenic, and depressed patients aad nor­
mals. P (S) trends over trials were similar for young chil­
dren and college age students but younger children differed 
from brighter and older children. The last finding is in 
agreement with Heckhausen*s (1967, p. 40) summary statement 
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that evaluative disposition in young children is task related 
whereas in older children evaluative disposition is in terms 
of self- esteem. 
Wylie (1961, p. 316) concluded from her review of the 
self-concept literature that there are consistent individual 
differences in the tendency toward overestimation, 
underestimation, or accurate estimation of self across a va­
riety of traits. 
However, from their investigation of imitation and self-
esteem as determinants of self-critical behavior, defined as 
self-denial of rewards, Herbert, Gelfand, and Hartmann (1969) 
concluded that although children may learn self-critical be­
haviors, specific self-evaluations may have little predictive 
value for evaluative behaviors in other situations. 
In summary, the controversy over the extent to which 
evaluative dispositions, or any other dispositions (or 
"traits"), generalize over situations is far from settled. 
According to Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal nature of 
personality, both evaluative dispositions and characteristics 
of situations are important determinants of specific behav­
iors- Both evaluative dispositions and characteristics of 
situations must be taken into account in explaining and/or 
predicting specific behaviors. 
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£. Model and Research Paradigm 
of "Relative Self-Evaluation" 
1. Model 
The model for operationalizing disparity between evalua­
tion of self-as-object and evaluating self-as-process is 
based upon the integration of Sullivan's theory (pp. 3-9) 
with Diggory's model of self-evaluation (p. 4) and three 
lines of research: Se If-evaluation (pp. 17-30), self-as-
object versus se If-as-process (pp. 18-22), and parental 
antecedents of self-regard (pp. 17-18) . 
Sullivan's conception of self includes three aspects: 
represented self, selectively inattended self, and 
dissociated self* Self-evaluation of represented self corre­
sponds to Diggory's model of evaluation of self-as-object 
which Diggory (1966) summarized as follows: 
"If we designate any operation by the symbol "o" 
then all the cases where X is the agent and Y is 
the object of X's observations can be compactly 
suaaarized by the symbol 
X o Y. 
If we agree that it is only an accident that the 
observing agent and the object of the observation 
are one and the same organism, then we can represent 
that situation by the formula 
X O X 
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...Situations of the form (X. . . . . O  ï) and 
(X o X) are both open to inspection by a 
third observer, à; so if the former designates oper­
ations of one organism on another and the latter is 
the referent for "self", then self is just as objec­
tive as anything else" (p. 65) . 
In evaluation of self "o" represents the "valuing or fixing 
the worth of." 
Evaluation of self-as-object is synonymous with 
Sullivan's represented self. However, by definition, 
selectively Inattended and dissociated selves cannot be 
symbolized as (X.....O.....X). According to Sullivan, obser­
vation of these two aspects of the personality are manifest 
in situations which may be symbolized as 
Y1 o (X o Yn) 
where the observer, Y1, makes some observation of X in the 
process of performing some operation in relation to Yn which 
may represent anything or anyone, including X and Y1. 
If we again agree that it is only an accident that the 
observing agent and the object of the observation are one and 
the same organism we can represent that situation by the for­
mula 
XI,, , , , 0 , , - - . (Xa.....o..... Yn) 
where the observer, XI, makes some observation about himself. 
In, in the process of performing some operation in relation 
to Yn which may again represent anything or anyone. 
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If we symbolize represented self as XI, personality 
(which includes represented, selectively inattended, and 
dissociated selves) as Xn, and the standard for comparison, 
personification of significant others, as Yn, we can 
symbolize evaluation of self-as-object by the formula 
XI o XI (1) 
and evaluating self-as-process by the formula 
XI o (Xn ïn) (2) 
By subtracting Formula (2) from Formula (1) we obtain a 
measure of intra-personal disparity termed Relative Self-
Evaluation (RSE) . a SE is relative in two regards; a) re­
ported self-esteem is in effect held constant as IQ is held 
constant in Gilinsky's Relative Self-Estimate; and b) stan­
dards are not absolute but may vary from person to person. 
The resulting equation is, then 
RSE = XI o XI - XI o (Xn 0 Yn). (3) 
Sullivan regards parents as the greatest source of stan­
dards and values in the personification of significant 
others. Therefore, by varying who is designated by Yn we can 
also test hypotheses regarding parental antecedents of self-
evaluation. 
Heretofore, the questions asked and the approaches that 
have been taken in the investigations of parental antecedents 
of self-concept and/or self-esteem (Wylie, 1961, pp. 124-126) 
and their respective models are as follows: 
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1) "Heiationships between two views which the child 
reports, one view concerning himself and the 
other view concerning his parent's attitudes 
toward him..." 
X o X 
X (Y o X) 
2) "Relationships between two views that the child 
holds. One of these views again concerns the 
child's concept of himself. The other view is 
the child's perception of what his parents are 
actually like, or the child's perception of the 
parents' self concepts..." 
X.....O X 
X Ï 
X O (Y O Y) 
3} "Relationships between some aspect of the 
child's reported self concept and some report 
made by the parent, either about himself or the 
other parent, or about his views concerning the 
child, or about his views of the child's self 
concept". 
Y. . . .. .X 
Y.. . ..  Y 
The Relative Self-SYaluation aodel 
X o X 
X (X o Y) 
illustrates the relationships between some aspect of the 
child's reported self-concept and a child's view of himself 
in ccaparison ïith his perception of some aspect of his 
parents. 
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The BSE model used in this investigation is specifically 
XI o XI 
XI o (Xn o Yp) 
XI o (Xn o Ys) 
where Yp symbolized the parent-dyad and Ys symbolized the 
sibling group 
2. aesearçh_2açadiam 
The research paradigm for investigating SSE as an 
aaderlyiag self-evaluative disposition was based upon the 
foregoing extended model and upon the integration of 
Sullivan's theory and Diggory's paradigm with investigations 
of relationships between self-evaluation, anxiety, probabili­
ty of success and generalization of self-evalu1c9on 
This paradigm differed from Diggory's in four respects. 
First, the independent variable in this investigation was 
RSE, which represented intra-personal disparity between eval­
uation of self-as-object and evaluating self-as-process, 
whereas the independent variable in Diggocy's paradigm was 
evaluation of self-as-ob ject. 
Secondly, the depesdsst variable, self-estimation of 
probability of success, p (S), was compared across four tasks 
rather than over trials of one task. Analysis of trends of 
p(S) across tasks varying on one or more dimensions, or 
across situations of different kinds, permitted inferences 
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about the generalization 3f RSE. 
In Diggory*s paradigm, self-estimations of probability 
of success trends were analyzed over repeated trials in one 
situation with false success/failure feedback after each 
trial. There vas no success/failure manipulation in the 
paradigm used in this investigation. 
Thirdly, in this investigation, the dependent variable, 
p(S), was operationalized as initial self-estimation of prob­
ability of success prior to feedback. Therefore the standard 
of comparison was significant others rather than prior per­
formance as in Diggory's paradigm. 
Finally, to investigate the relationship between anxiety 
and self-evaluation (Kimble S Posnick, 1967; Sullivan, 1947) 
a physiological measure of anxiety has been included in this 
investigation. Because of the limitations imposed by the 
naturalistic method of ascertaining subject characteristics 
and by the available pool of subjects, anxiety was a second 
dependent variable. Given either an unlimited supply of 
subjects and naturalistic methods or a limited supply of 
subjects and manipulation of anxiety level, anxiety level 
could be an independent variable. 
In summary, there is considerable evidence to support 
certain aspects of Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal 
nature of personality. Based on findings in five areas of 
research, a model and a research paradigm have been proposed 
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for testing certain aspects of Sullivan's theory. Specific 
objectives are presented in the following section. 
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III. OBJECTIVES 
A. Major objectives 
The major objectives of this investigation of intra-
personal self-evaluation disparity (RSE) were: 
a) To operationalize BSE: disparity between evaluation 
of self-as-object and evaluating self-as-process (Study I); 
a) To investigate the consistency with which RSE 
generalizes across tasks (Study II) ; 
c) To investigate relationships among BSE, anxiety, and 
self-estimations of probability of success, p(S) (Study II). 
B. Minor Objective 
A minor objective of this investigation was to 
operationalize the representation of parental antecedents of 
self-evaluation and to investigate generalization of effects 
of parental antecedents (Study I and Study II) . 
C- Hypotheses 
Stated in the null, the following hypotheses were pro­
posed: 
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Hypothesis I: There are no significant differences 
among means of scares on a self-concept scale administered to 
each subject under three sets of instructions: a) as given 
in the test manual (self-as-object); b) compare self with 
parent-dyad (self-as-process); and c) compare self with 
sibling group (also self-as-process). 
Hypothesis II: There are no significant differences 
among mean self-estimations of probability of success, p(S), 
between males and females, among five groups differing in 
HSE, and among four tasks differing on dimensions of amount 
of information available for self-evaluation and dimensions 
of number of abilities known to be required for performance 
of tasks. 
Hypothesis III: There are no significant differences 
among means of physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar Sweat 
Index) between males and females, among three administration 
times, and among five groups differing in RS£. 
Hypothesis IV: There is no significant relationship be­
tween physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar Sweat Index) 
and self-estimations of probability of success, p(S) . 
uu 
IV. DATA ACQUISITION 
A. Study I: RSE 
1. Test materials: Tennessee Self Concept Scale 
from more than 200 self-concept measures (Buros, 1972; 
Wylie, 1961) the Clinical and Research Form of the Tennessee 
Self Concept Scale (TSCS) (Fitts, 1965) was selected for this 
study because it has been used extensively in investigations 
(more than 400) of self-esteem. Secondly, ths TSCS was se­
lected because it purports and is scaled to measure positive 
and negative self-concept and also is constructed to yield 
measures of eight aspects of self-concept. 
The TSCS is a relatively new instrument for measuring 
self-concept. Therefore, since the TSCS is the only measur­
ing instrument used in this study, the following description 
and review are included. 
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Purpose, nature, and development of_the_TS:S 
The purpose of the TSCS stated in the Manual (1965) is: 
"Over recent years a wide variety of instruments has 
been employed to measure the self-concept. Never­
theless, a need has continued for a scale which is 
simple for the subject, widely applicable, well-
standardized, and multi-dimensional in its descrip­
tion of the self-concept" (Fitts, 1965, p. 1) . 
There are two forms of the TSCS: the Counseling Form 
and the Clinical and Research Form. The profiled Scales on 
both Forms are derived from the same set of 100 items. Re­
sponses are made on a Likert scale from 1 to 5. Host 
subjects complete the Scale in ten to twenty minutes. Items 
are scored so that "5" indicates strongest endorsement of 
positive self-descriptive statements and least endorsement af 
negative statements; "1- iadicatss least endorsement of posi­
tive statements and strongest endorsement of negative state­
ments. Therefore, the higher the Total and Scale Scores, the 
higher the inferred level of self-esteem. 
The Clinical and Research Form contains the fifteen 
profiled scales of the Counseling Form: a Self Criticism 
score; nine self-esteem scores (three internal dimensions of 
self-concept—Identity, Satisfaction, Behavior; five external 
dimensions of se If-concept — Physical Self, Moral-Ethical 
Self, Personal Self, Family Self, Social Self; and a Total 
ne 
Positive Score); three Variability of Response scores (varia­
tion across the three internal self-esteem scores and across 
the five external self-esteem scores, and total Variability); 
a Distribution score, and a Time score. 
In addition, the Clinical and Research Form contains the 
following fifteen profiled scores: Response Bias, Net 
Conflict, Total Conflict, six Empirical Scales (Defensive 
Positive, General Maladjustment, Psychosis, Personality 
Disorder, Neurosis, Personality Integration), Number of 
Deviant Signs, and five scores consisting of counts of each 
type of response made. 
The TSCS was developed in a research program at the Dede 
Wallace Center, Nashville, Tennessee. The TSCS has been 
standardized and has now been widely used in self-concept re­
search. The general hypothesis of this research program has 
been that "the self-çonçegt is a si&nificant variable in 
human behavior" (fitts, 1972c, p. 47) . The TSCS was devel­
oped in an effort to deal with two major difficulties in the 
measurement of self-concept; "each person's concept is pri­
vate, personal, and not directly observable... there have been 
almost as many measuring devices as there have been self-
concept studies" (Fitts, 1971, p. 39). In response to the 
first difficulty, Fitts, et al., take the position that 
"carefully designed self-report measures currently provide 
the best way of assessing the self-concept, particularly for 
U7 
groups" (Fitts, 1971, p. 39). In response to the second dif­
ficulty, the TSCS was constructed to yield a number of meas­
ures and scores. 
The TSCS was constructed from items compiled from a 
large pool of self-descriptive items derived from other self-
concept measures and from written self-descriptions of pa­
tients and non-patients. After considerable study a system 
was developed for classifying items into a two-dimensional 
3x5 scheme (Fitts, 1965, p. 1; 1971, pp. 42-43) . Ninety 
items, an equal number of positive and negative items, were 
selected and classified in the two-dimensional 3x5 scheme. 
The criterion for inclusion of an item was the unanimous 
agreement of seven clinical psychologists who served as 
judges. The 3x5 scheme resulted in eight scores which repre­
sent three "internal" dimensions of self-concept and five 
"external" dimensions of self-concept. 
The Empirical Scales were developed from an item analy­
sis of responses of six groups: 
Groups N 
6 2 6  
100 
100 
100 
1 0 0  
75 
Norm 
Psychotic (P) 
Ssurotic (S) 
Personality Disorder (PD) 
Defensive Positive (DP) 
Personality Integration (PI) 
Items that differentiated one group from all other 
groups were included in a specific scale for that group. 
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Unless otherwise specified, hereafter in this report 
TSCS refers to the Clinical and Research Form of the 
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. 
Norms 
The standardization group used in developing the norms 
consisted of 625 people ranging in age from 12 to 68. 
Subjects were obtained from high school and college classes, 
employers of state institutions, and other unspecified 
sources. There were approximately equal numbers of both 
sexes, both black and white subjects representing all social, 
economic, intellectual and educational levels from sixth 
grade through the Ph.D. degree. The standardization group 
was, however, over-represented by college students. 
Beliability 
Test-retest reliability for the normative group for the 
nine scale scores, total score, and six empirical scales were 
between =80 and ,92, Fitts (1965) reported test-retest cor­
relation of .88 for Total Positive Score for a group of 
psychiatric patients. Nunnelly (1968) reported a Kuder-
Richardson reliability coefficient of .91 using the split-
half technique. Interscale correlations are provided in the 
test manual (Fitts, 1965) . 
Validity 
Critiques (Bentler, 1972; Crites, 1965, 1972; Suinn, 
1972) of the TSCS have generally been favorable. High corre­
lations with other measuring instruments (MMPI, Bills' Index 
of Adjustment and Values, EPFS, FIRO-B, Taylor Manifest 
Anxiety Scale, and Cornell Medical Index) have been reported 
(Gay, 1966; Kail, 1964; KcGee, 1960; Schutz, 1967; Sundby, 
1962) . Fitts (1971) reported significant positive correla­
tions in studies comparing TSCS scale scores and behaviors 
such as persistence in various types of training, academic 
performance, non-cognitive aspects of academic performance, 
vocational performance and choice. The TSCS has been report­
ed to discriminate well between groups of patients and non-
patients (Congdon, 1958; Fitts, 1965; Havener, 1961; Piety, 
1958; Wayne, 1963) , delinquents and non-delinquents (Atchison 
1958; Lefeber, 1964) , racial groups (George, 1969; Williams 6 
Byars, 1970), age groups (Gividen, 1959; Grant, 1967; 
Postema, 1970), cross-cultural groups (Pr&nkel, 1970). & 
comprehensive review of these and other similar studies may 
be found in Correlates of the self concept (Fitts, 1972a)-
Bentler and Suinn suggested that the TSCS may not be 
multi-dimensional to the extent that was claimed by the 
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authors. Sentier suggested that a factor analysis of the in­
ternal structure of the Scale should be computed. Suian 
cited two factor analytic studies (Bentz & White, 1967b; 
Vacchiano 6 Strauss, 1968). 
Vacchiano and Strauss (1968) explored the construct 
validity of the TSCS by means of a principal components 
factor analysis of the items of the TSCS for 260 male and 
female college students. Twenty interpretable factors 
emerged. Combining logically related factors resulted in 
five factors which corresponded to five of the proposed meas­
ures of the self: Physical, Moral-Ethical, Personal, Family, 
and Social. 
Vacchiano, Strauss, and Schiffman (1968) concluded from 
an investigation of four measures of self-concept and 
dogmatism (EPPS, Cattell 16 PF, TSCS, and Mach V Scale) that 
a personality pattern of dogmatism may be identified. Factor 
analysis yielded ten factors. Factors were grouped in such a 
way as to demonstrate the essential independence of the 
scales used (Fitts, 1971) . Seven factors consisted of 
loadings of the TSCS; two factors consisted of adjustment 
scales from the TSCS and the 16 PF. 
Bentz and White (1967b) using a multivariate design 
extracted nine factors from scale scores on the TSCS and two 
administrations of the Osgood Semantic Differential (My 
Actual-Self and My Ideal-Self) . Factor I was represented by 
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the eight scales of the TSCS and a Certainty score. Factors 
V and VIII were represented by three TSCS Scales (Self-
Criticism, Conflict, and Variability) and two Semantic Dif­
ferential "Hy Actual-Self" scores (Good-Bad, Unfair-Fair). 
All other factors were represented by Semantic Differential 
Scores. 
Vincent (1968) investigated the construct validity of 
self-concept labels used in four self-concept measures and 
found significant intercorrelatioas among test variables of 
the California Psychological Inventory (CPI) (Gough, 1957) , 
the Security-Insecurity Inventory (S-II) (Haslow, 1952), the 
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16-PF) (Cattell & 
Eber, 1957), and the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) 
(Fitts, 1965) . A factor analysis using the varimax method of 
rotation resulted in two factors. Factor I represented by 
similarly labeled scales from all four tests was described as 
"self-perception of adequacy." Factor II represented by two 
CPI scale scores was described as "inner feelings of 
adequacy." 
Factor analytic studies of the TSCS generally supported 
the claim that the TSCS measures more than one dimension of 
self-concept. 
In summary, there is agreement that the TSCS is a 
promising instrument for clinical and research purposes. 
Many of the early criticisms of the TSCS have been met by the 
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publication of seven Monographs (Pitts, 1969, 1970, 1971, 
1972a, 1972b, 1972c, 1972d) which reviewed approximately 400 
published reports of studies in which the TSCS was used to 
investigate the construct, discriminant, and predictive 
validities of the construct of self-concept. The question of 
whether the unique, personal, and not directly observable 
event known as self-concept can in fact be measured remains. 
Insofar as there is agreement about the content validity of 
the TSCS, evidence indicates that the TSCS reliably "combines 
group discrimination with self-concept information" (Suinn, 
1972, p. 359) . 
2. Subjects 
Subjects (Ss) were 111 students (44 male and 67 female) 
who volunteered for sixty minutes of extra credit in one of 
three undergraduate psychology courses. 
To provide a description of subject characteristics all 
subjects completed a questionnaire containing biographic in­
formation pertaining to their families and themselves. Sum­
mary of characteristics of the subject sample appears in 
Table I. 
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Insert Tables I, Il:a, II:b, and III about here 
Mean TSCS scores for Iowa State University students in 
1973 and 1974 and for Experimental subjects are given in 
Tables II:a and II:b. Percentages "exceeding normal cut-off 
limits" are presented in Table III. (S), (SP) , and (SS) 
Total Positive Scale Scores are normally distributed for the 
1973 and 1974 populations. Because of sampling procedure, 
distribution for Experimental subjects was rectilinear. 
Means for the three sample populations did not differ from 
each other. However, Total Positive Scale Score means for 
Iowa State University students were lower than the national 
norms and the percentages exceeding normal cut-off limits 
were greater for Iowa State University students than for Ohio 
State University students. For a number of reasons mean PSI 
base rates are not available for comparison. Subjects were 
also asked to indicate whether they would like to know theic 
scores and whether they would be willing to participate 
further in the research project (See Appendix A) . All test 
protocols and profils scores %ere anonymous except for a code 
number so that scores would be available for those who might 
request them. 
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TABLE I 
Biographic Data.i 
1973 1974 ISU 
Age Mean 18.919 19. 171 19.57 
SD 1.647 1.256 
Sex Hale 40% 39% 58% 
Female 60% 61% 42% 
Class Freshman 7655 53% 26% 
Sophomore 16% 29% 23% 
Junior 6% 15% 24% 
Senior 2% 4% 27% 
Parents alive and living together 89% 90% 
Mother employed 45% 48% 45% 
Parents education 
Father <High schoal 14% 9% 12% 
High school 30% 35% 32% 
Vocational school 1% 3% 5% 
<B. A. 14% 13% 14% 
B. A. 23% 24% 21% 
>B.A. 14% 12% 15% 
Unknown 5% 1% 
Mother <High school 9% 7% 7% 
High school 42% 41% 40% 
Vocational sch ,ool 5% 10% gt 
^B • A • 17% 18% 20% 
3. A. 18% 17% 20% 
>B.A. 5% 4% 6% 
Unknown 4% 4% 
Number of siblings^ Mean 2.919 2. 814 
SD 1.738 1.464 
Number of male siblings Mean 1.342 1.382 
SD 1.239 1. 052 
Number of female siblings Mean 1.559 1.422 
SD 1.181 1. 199 
Birth order Mean 2. 261 2. 377 
SD 1.277 1. 827 
Only Child n 2 (1.8%) 5(2.5%) 
iQnly children not included in analysis 
\ 
TABLE lia 
Means and Standard Deviations for Hales: 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores. 
1973 197a 1974 Experimental 
n=44 n=78 n=35 
Scale 1 S SP SS S SP S S S SP SS 
TP 332. 
33. 
045 
215 
273. 
20. 
091 
445 
273 
21 
.7 95 
.8 00 
331 . 
34. 
846 
433 
271. 
22. 
313 
566 
280. 
23. 
167 
338 
331. 
43. 
343 
204 
272. 
26. 
657 
733 
278. 
23. 
257 
525 
1 121 . 
13. 
727 
128 
9 2. 
9. 
023 
842 
92 
8 
.3 41 
.8 16 
122. 
11. 
115 
584 
91. 
9. 
756 
120 
93. 
9. 
921 
856 
122. 
12. 
371 
628 
92. 
11. 
800 
618 
93. 
10. 
1 a3 
4 86 
2 101 . 
15. 
705 
959 
89. 
9. 
932 
756 
88 
7 
.0 88 
.9 37 
101. 
15. 
372 
801 
89. 
7. 
449 
568 
92. 
7. 
205 
755 
100. 
19. 
971 
150 
89. 
8. 
629 
718 
92. 
8. 
171 
916 
3 108. 
12. 
614 
045 
9 1. 
1 1. 
136 
974 
93 
8 
.3 86 
.500 
108. 
11. 
359 
600 
89. 
8. 
308 
917 
94. 
9. 
141 
553 
108. 
14. 
000 
125 
90. 
9. 
229 
693 
92. 
8. 
943 
091 
A 68. 
7. 
364 
019 
61. 
7. 
02 3 
245 
56 
6 
.7 27 
.916 
68. 
a.  
423 
922 
58. 
6. 
128 
048 
56. 
5. 
987 
894 
67. 
9. 
914 
441 
59. 
6. 
429 
404 
56. 
5. 
457 
848 
B 65. 
7. 
8 86 
552 
50. 
7. 
227 
313 
52 
6 
.614 
.762 
64. 
9. 
987 
157 
51. 
6. 
192 
396 
55. 
6. 
333 
100 
64. 
10. 
457 
570 
51. 
7. 
143 
833 
54. 
7. 
a 57 
1 22 
C 63. 
9. 
318 
288 
53. 
8. 
023 
67 9 
55 
5 
.6 82 
.260 
65. 
8. 
231 
156 
54. 
6. 
500 
660 
57. 
5. 
167 
789 
65. 
10. 
257 
156 
54. 
7. 
914 
640 
57. 
5. 
057 
672 
D 68. 
9. 
523 
202 
5 2. 
6. 
56 8 
804 
55 
4 
.068 
.173 
68. 
8. 
128 
052 
53. 
5. 
308 
581 
55. 
5. 
615 
948 
67. 
10. 
771 
592 
53. 
6. 
314 
579 
55. 
6. 
0 86 
6 22 
E 65.955 56.250 
7.545 7.951 
53.705 
5.901 
65.077 
8.187 
SC 37.0 23 29. 227 30 .7 50 36. 141 
5.618 4. 739 2 .7 29 4. 818 
Em&irical_Scales 
DP 55.409 4 5. 95 5 49 .1 36 55. 756 
12.821 13. 319 6 .7 02 11. 574 
GM 92.682 74. 29 5 73 .5 23 93. 282 
9,341 a. 849 7 .4 10 9. 705 
PSY 48.295 59. 29 5 61 .6 82 49. 500 
6.323 6. 189 3 .6 39 6. 656 
PD 68.909 5 4. 97 7 56 .295 67. 551 
11.551 3. 920 7 .5 59 10. 624 
N 81 .182 6 6. 90 9 65 .5 91 81 . 769 
11.572 9. 54 3 6 .8 07 10. 933 
1 TP =Total positive. 
1 = Identity. 
2 = Acceptance of self. 
3 = Behavior. 
A = Physical self. 
B = Moral-ethical self. 
C = Personal self. 
D = Family self. 
53. 
5. 
885 
682 
56. 
6. 
064 
842 
65. 
9. 
943 
527 
53. 
5. 
857 
907 
55. 
7. 
2 00 
299 
31. 
4. 
551 
354 
29. 
3. 
769 
322 
36. 
5. 
514 
527 
31. 
4. 
943 
297 
29. 
3. 
914 
3 90 
46. 
8. 
782 
0 53 
50„ 
7. 
167 
484 
55. 
13. 
743 
452 
46. 
8. 
800 
904 
49. 
6. 
857 
843 
73. 
7. 
538 
236 
76. 
7. 
064 
738 
92. 
11. 
686 
737 
73. 
8. 
971 
287 
75. 
7. 
200 
6 88 
61. 
3. 
513 
813 
60. 
4. 
846 
559 
49. 
7. 
257 
901 
61. 
4. 
229 
433 
61. 
4. 
829 
396 
53. 
7. 
833 
159 
58. 
7. 
821 
420 
67. 
12. 
657 
588 
53. 
7. 
429 
777 
56. 
6. 
971 
9 89 
65. 
7. 
615 
139 
6 6. 
7. 
346 
638 
81. 
13. 
686 
722 
66. 
8. 
657 
516 
6 6. 
7. 
4 57 
913 
E = Social self. 
SC = Self-criticism. 
DP = Defensive positive. 
GM = General maladjustment. 
PSY = Psychotic. 
PD = Personality disorder. 
N = Neurotic. 
TABLE lib 
Means and .'Standard Deviations for Females: 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores. 
1973 1974 1974 Experimental 
n=67 n=121 n=34 
Scaled S SP SS S SP SS S SP SS 
TP 331.881 
33.960 
26 8. 
24. 
716 
190 
276.104 
28.7 17 
334. 
30. 
959 
348 
272. 
21. 
149 
573 
282. 
22. 
612 
932 
334. 
39. 
441 
092 
278. 
27. 
412 
659 
287. 
26. 
382 
493 
1 122.299 
11.902 
91. 
8. 
388 
390 
93.6 12 
10.657 
124. 
9. 
785 
712 
93. 
8. 
496 
657 
96. 
9. 
091 
134 
124. 
11. 
941 
916 
96. 
10. 
206 
676 
98. 
12. 
176 
3 74 
2 100.731 
15.259 
88. 
8. 
060 
963 
89.627 
10.6 67 
101. 
14. 
719 
332 
89. 
8. 
116 
157 
92. 
0. 
496 
929 
101. 
16. 
206 
841 
90. 
10. 
676 
551 
92. 
10. 
971 
0 29 
3 108.851 
11.859 
89. 
10. 
26 9 
387 
92.866 
9.736 
108. 
10. 
455 
520 
89. 
8. 
537 
526 
94. 
8. 
025 
337 
108. 
13. 
294 
174 
91. 
9. 
529 
459 
96. 
7. 
235 
703 
A 65.687 
7.844 
58. 
6. 
612 
179 
54.9 40 
6.956 
66. 
7. 
587 
532 
59. 
5. 
1 49 
810 
55. 
6. 
314 
355 
66. 
8. 
382 
954 
60. 
6. 
794 
64 1 
55. 
8. 
794 
502 
B 67.075 
8.232 
50. 
9. 
060 
05 4 
53.881 
8.260 
67. 
7. 
967 
517 
50. 
7. 
843 
202 
56. 
6. 
339 
094 
68. 
8. 
206 
896 
52. 
9. 
206 
635 
56. 
6. 
7 06 
594 
C 62.463 
8.843 
51. 
8. 
493 
364 
54.627 
7.3 81 
63. 
7. 
413 
862 
52. 
6. 
529 
481 
55. 
7. 
393 
018 
63. 
9. 
353 
218 
53. 
5. 
353 
898 
57. 
7. 
676 
519 
D 68.418 
10.067 
5 2. 
5. 
164 
68 3 
55.985 
6.6 46 
69. 
7. 
777 
861 
54. 
5. 
471 
399 
57. 
6. 
182 
306 
68. 
9. 
971 
104 
55. 
6. 
706 
571 
57. 
7. 
7 05 
412 
E 68.239 56. 388 56 .672 67. 215 55. 1 57 57. 884 67. 529 56. 353 59. 500 
7.556 6. 651 8 .8 67 7. 385 6. 395 7. 137 9. 166 7. 877 9. 163 
SC 36.418 30. 269 30 .507 37. 545 31. 198 29. 017 38. 147 31. 353 30. 5 29 
6.043 5. 41 2 4 .5 07 5. 969 4. 854 4. 248 6. 616 5. 443 4. 692 
E&EiEical_Scales 
DP 54.104 42. 716 50 .1 49 53. 909 46. 182 51. 488 55. 088 49. 059 52. 941 
11.855 10. 753 11 .1 66 11. 268 9. 356 8. 244 13. 009 11. 391 7. 7 81 
GM 93.254 7 3. 74 6 73 .8 06 94. 23 1 73. 421 75. 545 93. 912 74. 265 76. 647 
10.635 8. 192 8 .2 96 8. 667 7. 132 7. 070 10. 897 8. 284 8. 0 75 
PSY 46.090 5 8. 104 59 .612 46. 603 59. 479 59. 843 47. 176 59. 44 1 58. 529 
6.205 5. 170 4 .4 28 5. 935 4. 127 4. 193 4. 908 4. 998 5. 276 
PD 71.567 54. 552 57 .9 70 72. 083 54. 769 60. 000 71. 647 56. 059 59. 8 24 
11.767 9. 915 10 .128 10. 140 8. 1 48 7. 179 12. 610 10. 192 6. 873 
N 80.254 6 5. 179 65 .836 80. 091 66. 554 66. 446 79. 647 68. 647 68. 441 
10.869 8. 80 4 8 .4 25 10. 346 7. 607 8. 235 13. 1 17 8. 488 10. 569 
iTp =Total positive. 
1 = Identity. 
2 = Acceptance of self. 
3 = Behavior. 
A = Physical self. 
B = Moral-ethical self. 
C = Personal self. 
D = Family self. 
E = Social self. 
SC = Self-criticism. 
DP = Defensive positive. 
GH = General maladjustment. 
PSY = Psychotic. 
PD = Personality disorder. 
N = Neurotic. 
TABLE III 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale: 
Percentage Exceeding Cutoff Limits. 
ISO Students 
1973 1974 1973-
1974 
Scale 
Male Female 
n=44 n=67 
Ha le 
n=78 
Female 
n=121 
Only 
child 
n=7 
Nat' 1 
normsi 
n=626 
OSD 
studen' 
n=75 
Total 
positive 31% 33% 30% 25% 42% 17% 14% 
Identity 33 27 30 19 42 13 14 
Acceptance 
of self 17 14 1 5 12 14 10 5 
Behavior 26 24 22 22 56 10 9 
Physical self 19 33 21 29 42 10 13 
Moral-ethical 
self 24 21 32 18 42 10 14 
Personal self 19 24 16 13 28 10 10 
Family self 26 26 16 14 42 1 "l 1 o 
Social self 13 8 17 13 14 10 7 
Self-
criticism 4 1 1 5 0 10 3 
iFitts, TSCS Hanual. 1964 
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ISU Students 
1973 1974 1973-
1974 
Scale 
Male 
n=U4 
Female 
n=67 
Ha le 
n=78 
Female 
n=121 
Only 
child 
n=7 
Nat* 1 
nornsi 
n=626 
osa 
students' 
n=75 
Empirical Scales 
Defensive 
positive 11 9 8 8 0 12 4 
General 
maladjustment 3 3 27 24 20 28 10 7 
Psychotic 23 6 20 10 42 10 11 
Personality 
disorder 35 20 31 18 28 12 3 
Neurotic 1 5 18 1 8 16 42 12 4 
61 
3. Procedure 
^degeadeat_variables 
There were two independent variables: a) sex of 
subject, and b) instructions accompanying administration of 
TSCS. To arrive at an BSE score (disparity between evalua­
tion of self-as-object and evaluating self-as-process the 
TSCS was administered three times in a single session under 
three sets of instructions to each subject in groups of ap­
proximately twenty subjects each. 
An evaluation of self-as-object score was derived from 
administration of the TSCS according to the instructions (S) 
given in the test booklet. 
Two evaluating self-as-process scores wars derived from 
administration of the TSCS with the following instructions: 
(SP) compare self sith parent-dyad on all items; (SS) , com­
pare self with sibling group on all items. Experimenters' 
instructions to Ss are given in Appendix B. TSCS Instruc­
tions are given in Appendix C. According to Sullivan, one of 
the standards for judging success and failure is "significant 
others", comprised first of parents and later including 
siblings and others who are instrumentally important to the 
individual in the pursuit of satisfaction of biological and 
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security needs. Therefore, the first comparison was with the 
parent "group" rather than with each parent individually. 
Likewise, the second comparison was with the sibling "group". 
(S) Instructions were given first. (SP) and (SS) In­
structions were then given in counterbalanced order. It 
seemed reasonable to suppose that subjects could best compare 
themselves with another or others after they had described 
themselves. 
DeEende^_variable 
Total Positive Scale Score of the TSCS was the dependent 
variable. 
4. Statistical Analysis 
SlEOthesis_I 
There are no significant differences among means of 
scores on a self-concept scale administered to each subject 
under three sets of instructions; a) as given in the test 
manual (self-as-ob ject) ; b) compare self with parent-dyad; 
and c) compare self with sibling group (self-as-processes) . 
To ascertain whether evaluation of self-as-object 
scores, (S), differed from evaluating self-as-process scores. 
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(SP and SS), the dependent variable. Total Positive Scale 
Score, vas analyzed by means o£ a 2 x 3 (Sex x Instructions) 
analysis of variaicô. 
It was hypothesized that the evaluation of self-as-
object score would differ significantly from the evaluating 
self-as-process scores but that the two evaluating self-as-
process scores would not differ significantly from each 
other. It was also hypothesized that there would be no dif­
ferences due to sex of subject. The following a priori or­
thogonal t tests of significance for differences among In­
struction means were carried out: a] (S) versus (SP) and 
(SS) and (SP) versus (SS). 
It was considered necessary to investigate the degree to 
which evaluation of self-as-object score (S) and the two 
evaluating seIf-as-process scores (SP and SS) covaried with 
each other. Therefore, correlations between all possible 
pairs of Instructions were also determined (Nunnally, 1967, 
pp. 151—160). 
B. Study II: HSE, p (S), and PSI 
1. Subject 
Subjects in the screening phase of the study were 199 
(78 male and 121 female) undergraduate students who 
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volunteered for ninety minutes of extra credit in one of 
three introductory psychology courses. The TSCS was adminis­
tered to all subjects as described in Study I. On the basis 
of SSE scores, (S) minus (SP), Ss were then divided into tea 
BSE groups as follows: 
To tal Male Female 
13 7 6 Group I: (SP)=> (S) 
42 16 26 Group II: (SP) 1-10 r-score 
points < (S) 
75 32 43 Group III: (SP) 11-20 T-score 
points < (S) 
51 15 36 Group IV: (SP) 21-30 T-score 
points < (S) 
18 8 10 Group V: (SP) > 30 T-score 
points < (S) 
126 of the 199 subjects volunteered for the second and third 
phases of the study. From these 126 volunteers, 69 were 
randomly selected to participate in the experimental phases. 
Total number of experimental subjects was determined by the 
number of Individuals in the smallest RSE Groups. Therefore, 
the final experimental population was 69: tea SSE Groups, 
five male (n = 7) and five female (n = 7 except in Group I 
where n = 6). Summary of characteristics of the subject 
samples appears in Table I. TSCS Scale and Empirical Scores 
for all subjects are given in Tables IV:a and IV:b. 
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Insert Tables IV:a and IV:b about here 
2• Independent Variables 
There were four independent variables: a) Sex of 
subject, b) the flSE Groups described above, c) Experimental 
Tasks (four), and d) Occasions (three) for obtaining PSI 
measures. 
Iî£ê-£ijental_tasks 
To investigate the extent to which aSE generalizes to a 
variety of situations, subjects performed four different 
types of Tasks conceptualized as representing four cells of a 
two-dimensional classification of experimental tasks. Matrix 
is presented in Figure 1. The two dimensions for classifying 
Tasks were: a) abilities and skills known to be required for 
performance of task, and b) available information about self 
upon which to base estimates of p(S)^ Four Tasks were se­
lected from sixteen possible types of tasks conceptualized 
within a 4x4 matrix (See Figure 1). Experimenters' instruc­
tions to subjects may be found in Appendix B. Independent 
variables are presented in Appendix D. Scoring sheets for 
TABLE I Va 
Means and Standard Deviations for 
Experimental Male RSE Groups; 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores (S) . 
Scale 
H
 II a
 
RSE Groups 
II III 
n=7 n=7 
IV 
n=7 
V 
n=7 
Total 
Positive 
299.286 
32.520 
2 85.714 
19.146 
324.857 
19.100 
356.000 
8.367 
390.857 
14.135 
Identity 112.857 
5.843 
1 12.286 
8.597 
117.000 
8.775 
129.571 
3.690 
140.143 
4.259 
Acceptance 
of self 
87.714 
15. 074 
79.714 
10.372 
100.714 
9.050 
110.571 
4.962 
126.143 
7.603 
Behavior 98.714 
14.829 
93.714 
6.237 
107.143 
6.517 
115.857 
5.786 
124.571 
7.997 
Physical self 62.571 
8.715 
60.714 
8.301 
65.714 
8.864 
72.571 
4.860 
78.000 
3.830 
Moral-ethical 
self 
56.000 
10. 116 
57.000 
7.024 
62.429 
7.091 
70.714 
5.122 
76.143 
6.842 
Personal self 60.000 
9.309 
52.714 
5.908 
67.429 
6.528 
70.857 
2.854 
75.286 
6.075 
family self 63.429 
6. 604 
54.857 
6.793 
65.286 
2.690 
72.714 
4.680 
82.571 
2.992 
Social self 57.286 
7.761 
60.429 
4 ,650 
64.000 
5.568 
69.143 
6.388 
78.857 
5. 178 
Self-
criticism 
36.571 
4.685 
36.571 
5.127 
35.571 
6.451 
35.143 
6.793 
38.714 
5.314 
67 
Scale I 
n= 7 
RSE 
II 
n =7 
Groups 
III 
n=7 
IV 
n=7 
V 
n= 7 
Empirical Scales 
Defensive 
positive 
48. 
15. 
571 
873 
41 .714 
6.237 
58.143 
7.313 
61 .000 
8.367 
69. 
8. 
286 
281 
General 
maladjustment 
83. 
7. 
857 
777 
82.429 
6.680 
89.429 
8.753 
100.429 
3.047 
107. 
6. 
286 
701 
Psychotic 53. 
10. 
571 
196 
50.714 
5.936 
52.000 
5.508 
47.2 86 
7.8 68 
42. 
5. 
714 
908 
Personality 
disorder 
57. 
8. 
429 
600 
57.714 
8.281 
63.857 
8.112 
75.000 
4.583 
84. 
5. 
286 
376 
Neurotic 72. 
11. 
571 
545 
67.000 
10.786 
82.857 
7.381 
89.286 
4.386 
96. 
7. 
714 
910 
TABLE IVb 
Means and Standard Deviations for 
Experimental Female BSE Groups: 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores (S). 
Scale I 
n= 6 
II 
n= 
BSE Groups 
III 
7 n=7 
IV 
n= 7 
1 1 
p 
1 
II 
<
 
1 
7 
Total 293. 333 301 . 143 333. 143 356. 0 00 382. 714 
Positive 38. 219 18. 151 12. 668 11 . 676 17. 755 
Identity 111. 833 115. 000 125. 286 132. 8 57 137. 857 
11. 392 5. 447 5. 823 4. 811 5. 581 
Acceptance 85. 000 89. 286 97. 857 109. 7 14 121. 857 
of self 19. 005 6. .897 9. 026 3. 118 6. 362 
Behavior 96. 500 96. 857 110. 000 113. 429 123. 000 
13. 89 6 7. 603 8. 327 5. 094 7. 895 
Physical self 58. 667 60. 857 62.571 73.000 75. 714 
10. 113 2. 734 4. 826 5. 6 27 5. 345 
Moral-ethical 61. 500 61 . 571 69. 857 69. 286 77. 857 
self 6. 189 8. 080 5. 815 7. 783 2. ,843 
Personal self 53. 000 57 .714 61. 000 69. 286 74. ,286 
8. 509 5 .908 2 .  944 4. 645 3. , 251 
Fasily self 60. 833 60. 571 71 .286 72 = = 000 79, .000 
10. 381 3 .780 6 .550 3.000 4. 123 
Social self 59, .333 60 .429 68 .429 72 .429 75, .857 
9, .832 5 .350 6 .852 5, .682 6. 149 
Self- 41. ,333 38 .857 40 .571 37, .714 32. 714 
criticism 6. 250 6 .517 4 . 198 8 .240 5 .282 
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Scale I 
n= 6 
BSE 
II 
a =7 
Groups 
III 
n=7 
IV 
Q=7 
V 
n= 7 
Z&2iriçal_Scales 
Defensive 
positive 
42. 
14. 
167 
049 
44.429 
7.458 
54.429 
5.968 
63.000 
5.508 
69. 
5. 
571 
192 
General 
maladjustment 
80. 
12. 
667 
127 
87.143 
2.968 
94.000 
4.243 
99.143 
5.460 
106. 
4. 
714 
680 
Psychotic 48. 
5. 
000 
550 
48.714 
6.317 
48.571 
2.225 
45.143 
6.067 
45. 
3. 
571 
409 
Personality 
disorder 
60. 
10. 
833 
458 
62.714 
9.742 
72.857 
8.668 
73.429 
7.413 
86. 
8. 
857 
552 
Neurotic 67. 
1 4. 
333 
194 
69.000 
5.859 
78.429 
7.871 
88.000 
8.0 42 
93. 
4. 
714 
424 
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all Tasks are given in Appendix E. 
Abilities and 
skills known 
to be required 
for performance 
of task 
IT 
GPA 
III 
Sod 
II 
Dot 
I 
ESP — 
0 
Available information 
about self upon which 
to base estimates of p(S) 
Figure 1. Task Requirements 
and Availability of Self-Iaforaatioa Matrix 
The eciterioa variable for all tasks vas self-estimation 
of probability of success, p (S), in comparison with others on 
a percentile scale. Description of the four tasks follows. 
Task I. Mo abilities required, no information 
ava^lab^e This task was presented as an extra-sensory 
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perception (ESP) experiment. It was assumed that, even 
though subjects thought they were engaged in a pre-cognition 
task, they would base their comparisons on some estimate of 
self-worth. Since this was essentially a projective task it 
was also assumed that subjects' estimates of probability of 
success, p (S), would reflect an underlying self-evaluation. 
Subjects were led to believe that they had been paired 
with a subject in a later session on an unspecified charac­
teristic determined from their TSCS responses. Each subject 
received a picture of two containers. One container was 
drawn partially filled with liquid; the other was empty. The 
volume of liquid in the partially filled container represent­
ed the subject's allotment of liquid. Subjects were told 
that the experimenter was interested in finding out how many 
people could guess the volume indicated on their partner's 
picture in comparison with the volume indicated on their own 
picture. Six allotments of volume within the 45th to 55th 
percentiles were randomly assigned to subjects so that all 
allotment levels occurred once in each of the ten RSZ Groups. 
(See Appendix B for experimenters' instructions to Ss and 
Appendix D for copy of sketch of containers.) 
Task 2. Relatively few abilities required, 
relatzvelv little information available This task, taken 
from Fitch (1970) and Wyer (1967), required only normal visu­
al acuity and speed of perception. Therefore, self-estimates 
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as well as abilities required for performance were assumed to 
liO 1 i HI } I of1 • 
Subjects viewed tea slides projected on a screen for 1.5 
seconds per slide with 3 seconds between slides. Each slide 
contained a number of dots randomly distributed over its 
area, with the restriction that no dots were clumped in 
pairs, triads, etc. The number of dots on each slide was; 
17, 48, 28, 37, 29, 38, 20, 40, 23, 48. Before beginning the 
series all subjects also saw a sample slide with 7 dots. 
Sketch of the slides is presented in Appendix D. Subjects 
made three responses. First, after viewing the sample slide, 
subjects were asked to estimate the ranks of their scores 
compared with the scores of other subjects in the experiment 
on a percentile scale. Secondly, subjects were asked to es­
timate the number of dots on each slide immediately after 
presentation of each slide. Subjects were told that scores 
would be computed on the basis of the difference between the 
actual number of dots and their estimations of the number of 
dots. The series of ten estimates constituted one response, 
lastly, after viewing all the slides, subjects had an 
opportunity to revise their initial estimates. 
Task 3 . Relativel^more.abilities_reauirad^ 
relatively more information available This task was more 
complex than Task 2. At least two specific abilities were 
involved in performing this eye-hand corrdination task. It 
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was assumed that self-estimates also would be based on a 
broader range of skills. The stimulus task was a popular 
game. Shoot the Moon, which consisted of a steel sphere 
placed upon two level rods fastened at one end and 
horizontally moveable at the other. The rods were positioned 
over a board on which five circular depressions were chiseled 
out. 100 to 2000 score points were assigned to each depres­
sion, proximally to distally from the point where the rods 
were fastened. The object of the game was to manipulate the 
rods so that the steel sphere would fall into the depression 
farthest from the point at which the rods wars fastened. 
Sketch of the game is presented in Appendix D. After one 
practice trial, subjects were given ten trials. Points on 
each trial were summed for a total score. Maximum possible 
score was 20,000 and minimum possible score was zero. After 
the practice trial, subjects were asked to estimate the 
percentile rank of their scores compared with scores of the 
other subjects in the experiment. After completing the ten 
trials subjects had an opportunity to revise their estimates. 
Task Relatively many abilities required, 
relatively much information available This task required 
subjects to estimate the percentile of their present quarter 
Grade Point Average in comparison with students in their 
class—Freshman, Sophomore, etc. It was assumed that academ­
ic performance requires many varied abilities and that. 
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therefore, self-estimates of probability of success would be 
I»a56»1 upon jlol'-il self-evaluation. This task also differed 
from the other three in that self-estimates could also be 
based upon past performance (previous Grade Point Averages). 
In summary, p(S) was measured across four types of Tasks 
conceptualized as representing four cells of a two-
dimensional matrix of all possible laboratory tasks. Compar­
ison of self with others was the essential component of each 
Task even though subjects were also asked to estimate their 
actual scores, implicitly for the first three Tasks and ex­
plicitly for the fourth Task. 
Occasions 
An anxiety measure. Palmar Sweat Index, was obtained 
from each subject on each of three Occasions. Occasion 1 was 
a self-evaluative situation in which subjects completed three 
forms of the TSCS and estimated their G PA percentile rank 
(Task 4) . Occasion 2 was the occasion for obtaining a Base 
Bate measure of anxiety. Occasion 3 was a performance situa­
tion in which subjects performed Experimental Tasks 1, 2, 
and 3. 
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3. Dependent Variables 
To investigate the relationships between RSE and the 
dual value criteria of success and anxiety, two dependent 
variables were required in the testing of Hypotheses II and 
III; p(S) (See Appendix E) and PSI (See Appendix F) . 
Pooled-within correlations were the dependent variables for 
the testing of Hypothesis IV-
1. The dependent variable for all four Tasks was 
initial self-estimate of percentile rank, P(S), in comparison 
with one or more unknown others: other subjects in the ex­
periment for Tasks 1, 2, and 3, and college class in general 
for Task 4. 
Scoring procedures were the same for Tasks 2, 3, and U: 
aid-point in the decile unless the subject placed a mark ex­
actly on the decile line. The scoring procedure for Task 1 
differed as follows: the difference in percentile points be­
tween Partner's and Subject's lines was measured with a ten-
plate calibrated in percentiles. By assumption. Partner's 
line was set at a mean of 50-0. All Partner's lines ware be­
tween 45.0 and 55,0 with a mean of 50.2, The difference be­
tween Partner's and Subject's lines was then added to 50.0. 
Specific predictions for the dependent variable, p(S), 
are given in the Statistical Analysis Section. 
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2. To invijî'.ti'jdte whether anxiety was related to HSE a 
physiological index of anxiety (Palmar Sweat Index) was the 
second dependent variable. The previously cited studies (pp. 
23-26) assessed anxiety level by means of Manifest Anxiety 
Scales (Taylor and Children's), Wechsler Digit Symbol task, 
heart rate, and a combination of somatic complaints. Howev­
er, psychophysiological methods are increasingly recommended 
for the study of autonomic manifestations of emotion 
(Eysenck, 1967; Lang, 1971; Martin, 1968; Mathews, 1971). 
Hany of these methods reguire complicated and expensive appa­
ratus and are difficult and time consuming to obtain. 
Therefore, a widely used physiological measure of anxiety, 
the Palmar Sweat Index (Bixenstine, 1955; Johnson and Dobbs, 
1967; McBanus, 1972; Montague and Coles, 1966; Thomson and 
Sutarman, 1953), was administered on three occasions: Ses­
sion I (TSCS administration, a self-evaluation situation), 
Session II (Base Rate obtained between Sessions I and II) , 
and Session III (Tasks performance) . 
The PSI was obtained by application of a plastic mixture 
to the ventral side of the tip of the middle finger of the 
left hand. When the mixture dried, usually within thirty 
seconds, it was removed by placing a piece of Scotch tape 
over the mixture which then adhered to the tape and was 
transferred to a glass slide. Headings of the number of 
sweat pores open per two sguare millimeters were then made by 
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three experienced raters using a ten power microscope. 
4. Materials 
All subjects received the same materials; a biographic 
questionnaire (See Appendix A), the TSCS, three mimeographed 
Instruction sheets (See Appendix C) , four forms for 
estimations of percentile ranks for the four Tasks (See Ap­
pendix E), scoring forms for Tasks 2 and 3 (See Appendix E), 
and mimeographed anagram and arithmetic problems (Wiggins, 
1957; Zytowski, 1965; see Appendix G). In the presentation 
of tasks the following materials were also used: eleven 
Kodachrome slides, slide projector, projection screen, and 
two Shoot the Moon games. Types scripts were provided for 
each advanced graduate student who served as an Experimenter. 
Copies of scripts may be found in Appendix B. Palmar Sweat 
Index (PSI) materials consisted of; PSI solution (Formula is 
given in Appendix F), stored in corked bottles, slides, slide 
boxes, Scotch tape, absorbent paper, monocular microscope, 
and scoring templates. 
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5. Procedure 
The experiment was conducted in three sessions approxi­
mately one week apart. 
Session I 
During the first Session all subjects completed a 
biographic questionnaire and the three forms of the TSCS as 
in Study I. On this occasion subjects were also asked to es­
timate the percentile rank of their Grade Point Averages for 
the present quarter (Task 4) . The PSI was administered to 
all subjects as they left. 
Between Sessions 1 and 111 the TSCS answer sheets were 
scored and subjects raadoaly selected for the five BSZ 
Groups. 
Session II 
Between Sessions I and III a base rate measure of 
anxiety (PSI) was obtained from each experimental subject ia 
the office of one of the experimenters. 
Session III 
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The experimental period was divided into three periods 
of about twenty minutes each. Tasks 1, 2, and 3 were pre­
sented simultaneously in three adjacent rooms to groups of 
about 15 subjects each. Tasks were presented to subjects in 
one of six possible orders so that each order of presentation 
occurred once within each of the ten BSE Groups and five 
times for each sex. Order of presentation was randomly as­
signed to subjects within groups. 
Upon reporting for Session III each subject received a 
packet containing all materials to be used and a schedule of 
the order of presentation of tasks. Task 3 (game) required 
about twenty minutes to complete. Tasks 1 and 2 (volume 
estimation and dot estimation) required about 2 minutes to 
complete. Administration of all Tasks began at the same 
tise. Therefore, during the time they were waiting foe the 
next task, subjects worked on the filler tasks. Tasks 1 and 
2 (volume and dot estimation) were presented to subjects in 
groups. Task 3 (game) was presented individually to each 
subject. Two game boards were used so that two subjects were 
performing the task simultaneously but not within sight of 
the others in the experimental group. The Palmar Sweat Index 
(SSI) was again administered as subjects left. 
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6. auiiâlisâi-AaâLzsië 
The Hypotheses tested in Study II, stated in the null, 
are as follows: 
Hypothesis I; There are no significant differences 
among means of scores on a self-concept scale administered to 
each subject under three sets of instructions: 1) as given 
in the test manual (self-as-object); 2) compare self with 
parent-dyad; and 3) compare self with sibling group (self-as-
processes) . 
In Study II the testing of Hypothesis I was a replica­
tion of Study I. Therefore, all statistical analyses 
performed in Study I (pp. 46-47) were also performed in Study 
II. 
Hypothesis II: There are no significant differ­
ences among mean self-estimations of probability of success, 
p(S), between males and females, among five groups differing 
in BSE, and among four tasks differing on dimensions of 
amount of information available for self-evaluation and di­
mensions of number of abilities required for performance of 
tasks. 
Hypothesis II was tested by means of a 2x5x4 (Sex x 
Group X Task) (Kirk, 1968; Molins, 1971) analysis of variance 
F test of significance for main effects, interactions, and 
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tcends over Groups and Tasks. It was expected that mean p(S) 
scores would differ between sexes and among Groups. 
Specifically, it was expected that Groups II and V would 
differ from Groups III and IV and that Group I would differ 
from all the rest. It was also expected that within Groups 
there would be no differences in mean p (S) scores for the 
four tasks. 
Hypothesis III; There are no significant differ­
ences among means of physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar 
Sweat Index) between males and females, among three adminis­
tration times, and among five groups differing in BSE. 
Hypothesis III was tested by means of a 2x5x3x3 (Sex x 
BSE Group X Occasions x Baters) (Kirk, 1968; Rolins, 1971) 
repeated measures analysis of variance F test of significance 
for main effects, interactions, and trends over BSE Groups 
and Occasions. It was expected that mean PSI scores would 
differ among BSE Groups and between sexes. Specifically, it 
was expected that Groups II and V would differ from Groups 
III and IV and that Group I would differ from all the rest. 
It was also expected that mean PSI scores would differ among 
times of administration: Time 1 would differ from Times 2 
and 3 and Time 2 would differ from Time 3. 
Hypothesis IV; There is no significant relation­
ship between physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar Sweat 
Index) and self-estimations of probability of success, p(S). 
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Hy|>oth«;{i« TV was tested by computing correlations be­
tween mean PSI readings and mean p(S) estimates. 
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V. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
Four hypotheses were proposed to investigate intra-
personal disparity (fiSE) by testing three aspects of 
Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal nature of personality. 
Hypothesis I tested Sullivan *s hypothesis that personality 
is comprised of represented self (S) and selectively 
inattended and dissociated selves (SP). Hypotheses II and 
III tested Sullivan's hypothesis that anxiety and self-
estisaticns of success function as criteria in the evaluation 
of self. Furthermore, according to Sullivan, these criteria 
are derived from interpersonal interactions with significant 
others and they are unigue for each individual. Hypothesis IV 
tested Sullivan's hypothesis that anxiety and self-
estimations of success are independent of each other. 
The null hypotheses for differences between types of 
TSCS Instructions (Hypothesis I), BSE Groups and types of 
Tasks (Hypothesis II), and BSE Groups and Occasions (Hypothe­
sis III) were rejected at the .01 level of statistical sig­
nificance. The null hypothesis for differences due to Sex of 
subject could not be rejected for differences between types 
of TSCS Instructions (Hypothesis I) . However, Sex of subject 
did make a difference in p(S) scores (Hypothesis II) and PSI 
ratings (Hypothesis III) when subjects were categorized ac­
cording to BSE scores. BSE Sex Group membership also made a 
84 
difference in p(S) scores across Tasks and PSI across 
Occasions. When Sex of subject and BSE Group categories were 
statistically controlled, no relationship was demonstrated 
between p(S) scores and PSI ratings (Hypothesis IV). Statis­
tical findings for each hypothesis follow. Recapitulation of 
operational definitions of Sullivanian constructs will be 
presented for each hypothesis. 
A. Hypothesis I 
Hypothesis I: There are no significant differences 
among means of scores on a self-concept scale administered to 
each subject under three sets of instructions: a} as given 
in the test manual (self-as-ob1ect): b) compare self with 
parent-dyad (self-as-process): and c) compare self with 
sibling-group (self-as-process) . 
Self-as-object (S) was the operational definition of 
represented self. Self-as-process (SP and SS) was the opera­
tional definition of selectively inattended and/or 
dissociated selves. No attempt was made to differentiate be­
tween selectively inattended and dissociated selves. 
Therefore, in this investigation self-as-process was 
synonymous with selectively inattended self, with the 
reservation that dissociated self is an unknown component of 
self-as-process. Significant others were defined in the In­
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structions given to the subjects as the parent-dyad (SP) and 
as the sibling-group (SS) . 
Independent variables for Hypothesis I were a) Sex of 
subject, and b) three types of Instructions given to subjects 
in the administration of the TSCS: (S) , (SP) , and (SS) . (S) 
Instructions were to respond to TSCS items as if describing 
self privately to themselves. (SP) Instructions were to com­
pare self with parent-dyad on each item of the TSCS. (SS) 
Instructions were to compare self with sibling-group on each 
TSCS item. This resulted in a 2x3 analysis of variance which 
is presented in Table V:a for Study I and in lable V:b for 
Study II. Means and standard deviations for both Studies are 
given in Tables IT:a and IV: b. 
Insert Tables V:a and V:b about here 
1. Study I: J973 
The null hypothesis was rejected for differences among 
sean Total Positive Scale Scores of the TSCS for the three 
types of Instructions. Analysis of variance resulted in an F 
of 156.35 (p < .01). Summary table is given in Table V:a. 
Beans and standard deviations are given in Table IV:a and 
Table IV:b. The null hypothesis could not be rejected for 
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TABLE Va 
Analysis of Variance for Study I; 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores. 
Source df MS F 
Sex 1 44.037 NS 
Instruction 2 129,971.399 156.350»* 
Sex X Instruction 2 303.256 NS 
Error 327 831.283 
Total 332 
**p<.01. 
TABLE Vb 
Analysis of Variance for Study II: 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores. 
Source if MS F 
Sex 1 708. 26H NS 
Instruction 2 220,898. 367 324.822** 
Sex X Instruction 2 U7. 899 NS 
Error 591 680. 059 
Total 596 
**p<.01. 
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differences between means for sexes. There was no signifi­
cant interaction between Sex of subject and Instructions 
received. 
Insert Table VI about here 
Planned orthogonal t-tests of significance between means 
for the comparison of (S) versus (SP) and (SS) together were 
highly significant (t = 17.64, p < .01). The difference be­
tween (SP) and (SS) means was not significant Results of t-
tests of significance are given in Table VI. 
Insert Table VII about here 
Product-moment correlations were computed for all possi­
ble pairs of Total Positive Scale Scores, correlation be­
tween (S) and (SP) (r = +.13 3) was not significant. Correla­
tion between (S) and (SS) was +.22 (p < .05). Correlation 
between (SP) and (SS) was +.396 (p < .01). Correlations are 
given in Table VII, 
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TABLE VI 
Planned Orthogonal t-Tests of Significance foe 
Instructions for Tennessee Self Concept Scale. 
1973 1974 
S vs. SP & SS 17.641** 25.203»* 
SP vs. SS US 3.806*» 
**p<.01. 
89 
TABLE VII 
Produet-Moment Correlations: 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Instructions. 
1 
M
 
M
 
1973 1974 Group 
n=111 n=199 n=69 
S X SP .133 .260»» .100 
s X ss .220* .288»» .385»» 
SP X ss .396** .451»» .401»» 
*p<.05. 
»*p<-01. 
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2. Stud2_IIl__192i 
Study II was a replication of Study I bat with a larger 
sample. The size of the test statistic increased with aa in­
crease in sample size. 
The null hypothesis was again rejected for differences 
in mean Total Positive Scale Scores of the TSCS for the three 
types of Instructions. Analysis of variance for the 1974 
sample resulted in an F ratio of 324.822 (p < .01). Again 
the null hypothesis could not be rejected for differences be­
tween means for sexes, and there was no significant interac­
tion between Sex of subject and Instructions received. Sum­
mary table is given in Table V:b. 
Planned orthogonal t-tests of differences between means 
were again significant. Comparison of (S) versus (SP) and 
(SS) together was highly significant (t = 25.203, p < .01) . 
The difference between (SP) and (SS) means was also highly 
significant (t = 3.806, p < .01). The t-statistics are given 
in Table VI. 
Product-moment correlations, given in Table VII, were 
highly significant for all possible pairs of Total Positive 
Scale Scores. Correlations were +.260 (p < .01) between (S) 
and (SP) , +.288 (p < .01) between (S) and (SS) , and +.451 (p 
< .01} between (SP) and (SS) . 
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In summary, response to TSCS items according to three 
types of Instructions differed significantly and was indepen­
dent of Sex of subject. Results of analysis of variance sup­
ported Sullivan's hypotheses that both represented self (S) 
and selectively inattended self (SP) may function in inter­
personal situations. The t-tests of significance also sup­
ported Sullivan's hypothesis that represented self and 
selectively inattended self may function independently. 
Increase in magnitude of positive correlations among 
Total Positive Scale Scores (S/SP to S/SS to SP/SS) was in­
terpreted as support for Sullivan's hypothesis that the 
personifications of significant others together with their 
values and criteria for the organization of personality may 
change, but do so slowly. 
B. Hypothesis II 
Hypothesis II: There are no significant differences 
among mean self-estimation s of probability of success,_eiSL& 
between males and females, among five groups differing in 
SSE. and among four tasks differing on dimensions of amount 
of information available for self-evaluation and dimensions 
of number of abilities known to be required for_gerformance 
of tasks. 
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Independent variables for Hypothesis II were Sax of 
subject, BSE Groups, and Tasks. BSE was the operational term 
for the difference between self-as-object (S) and self-as-
process (SP) scores on the Total Positive Scale of the TSCS. 
Subjects were divided into ten BSE Groups as described in 
Chapter IV. Means and standard deviations for the ten BSE 
Groups (5 Male and 5 Female} are given in Tables IV: a and 
IV:b. Characteristics of the four experimental tasks are 
given in Chapter IV, and in Figure 1. 
The dependent variable, p(S), was operationalized as 
self-estimations of percentile rank in comparison with speci­
fied others. The specified others were defined for the 
subject before each experimental task. Experimenters* in­
structions to subjects are contained in Appendix B. 
A and B main effects 
Bepeated measures analysis of variance (2x5x4) with 
unequal n (Kirk, 1968; Wolins, 1971) resulted in significant 
F ratios for the three main effects (Sex, BSE Groups, and 
Tasks) and for Sex x BSE Group and Sex x Task interactions. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Summary table 
is given in Table VIII. 
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Insert Table VIII about here 
Means and standard deviations for p (S) in the four Tasks are 
given in Table IX. Means are plotted in Figures 2, 3, and 4 
for BSE Groups according to Sex of subject, RSE Groups, and 
type of Tasks. 
Insert Table IX about here 
The F ratio for Sex of subject was 48.025 (p < .01). 
Mean p(S) for all four Tasks combined was higher for Males (X 
= 59.68) than for Females (X = 48.92) . 
RSE Groups also differed significantly (F = 6.004, p < 
.01). Using the Hewaan-Keuls method for comparing all possi­
ble pairs of means, BSE Groups I and II were found to differ 
significantly from RSE Group V (p < .01) . No other compari­
sons were significant for the five RSE Groups. All Newman-
Keuls comparisons among means are presented in Table X. 
A3_i nteraction 
The interaction term. Sex x RSE Groups was significant 
(F = 4.6888, p < .01). Newman-Keuls comparisons for the tea 
Sex X RSE Groups means are presented in Table X. Male RSE 
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TABLE VIII 
Analysis of Variance for Probability of Success Means. 
Source df MS 
Between 
Sex 1 7974. 395 48. 026** 
Groups 4 996. 933 6. 004** 
Sex X Groups 4 778. 496 4. 688** 
Subjects/Sex x Groups 59 166. 044 
Non-orthogonalit y due to unequal n 1 45. 558 
Within 
Tasks 3 7151. 087 34. 869** 
Sex X Tasks 3 386. 495 NS 
Groups X Tasks 12 300. 615 NS 
Sex X Groups x Tasks 12 97. 100 NS 
Tasks X Subjects/Sex I Groups 177 205. 084 
Non-orthogonalit y due to unequal n 3 1. 264 
Total 279 
*p<.05. 
I ABLE IX 
Means and. Standard Deviations; 
Estimated and Actual Scores and Percentiles. 
Male 
I II III IV V 
n=7 n=7 n=7 n=7 n=7 
Estimated percentile rank 
Task 1: ESP Volume 
Task 4: GPA estimate 
4 9. 857 29. 571 52. 286 43. 429 44. 857 
12. 252 12. 849 14. 139 14. 821 11. 933 
56. 429 54. 286 67. 142 63. 571 69. 286 
16. 413 6. 776 9. 949 9. 897 11. 473 
50. 714 54. 286 61. 429 63. 571 77. 143 
15. 219 15. 219 15. 747 11. 24 8 10. 643 
61. 428 59. 286 70. 714 78. 571 85. 714 
12. 737 11. 473 12. 936 1 2. 164 9. 794 
Revised estimated and actual percentile rank 
Task 2: Revised 50. 714 55. 714 65. 000 59. 286 70. 000 
15. 392 8. 381 16. 330 19. 024 7. 638 
Actual 51. 714 65. 000 31. 571 66. 286 34. 286 
31. 716 33. 025 28. 530 31. 37 8 24. 911 
Task 3: Revised 50. 000 48. 571 52. 143 60. 714 67. 857 
16. 583 20. 558 18. 676 18. 127 17. 286 
Actual 35. 714 58. 714 49. 571 54. 286 81. 857 
28. 975 22. 662 30. 347 33. 405 21. 613 
Task 4: Actual 13.571 23.571 32.1431 68.571 62.857 
11.073 17.252 28.847 35.439 27.212 
^Previous quarter GPA not available for all subjects. 
HSE Group I: Female, n=3. 
RSE Group II: Female, n=6. 
HSE Group III: Female, n=5. 
BSE Group III: Male, n=6. 
Combined BSE Groups, n=62. 
96 
Female Total 
I 
n=6 
II 
n=7 
III 
q=7 
IV 
a =7 
V 
Q = 7 a = 6 9 
43.333 
11.571 
39.143 
9.448 
40.000 
16.169 
31.143 
13.400 
38. 
16. 
285 
121 
41.159 
15. 118 
55.000 
11.547 
54.286 
10.152 
45.000 
7.559 
57.857 
12.778 
53. 
13. 
571 
553 
57.681 
13.258 
40.000 
13.844 
43.571 
12.454 
46.429 
9.897 
45.000 
10.690 
47. 
4. 
857 
513 
53.188 
16.374 
55.000 
11.547 
60.714 
21.783 
54.286 
17.814 
60.714 
14.983 
67. 
14. 
143 
106 
65.507 
17.344 
46.667 
16.021 
50.714 
12.724 
46.429 
8.997 
55.000 
14.142 
43. 
15. 
571 
736 
54.420 
15.280 
41.667 
29.385 
39.286 
23.272 
66.571 
12.136 
42.429 
28. 171 
66. 
23. 
857 
018 
50.696 
28.836 
43.333 
11.690 
45.000 
14- 142 
40.714 
9.759 
47.857 
14.960 
42. 
7, 
143 
559 
49.928 
16.616 
48.667 
28.282 
41.000 
22.664 
48.429 
29.658 
51.143 
22.356 
45. 
36. 
286 
303 
51.507 
28.750 
14.1671 
23.752 
47.1431 
37.844 
37.1431 
29.277 
42.857 
25.958 
52. 
25. 
143 
592 
39.7831 
31.254 
TABLE IX (cont.) 
Estimated and actual G PA 
Estimated 2.707 2.557 2.871 3.436 3.400 
.446 .319 .535 .517 .200 
Actual (Cumulative) 1.793 2.166 2.0811 3.039 2.796 
(Previous quarter) . 507 .328 1.036 .720 .720 
Under- and over-estimation of number of items 
Under 7.429 7.286 6.286 6.571 7.000 
3.047 4.309 2.138 3.823 3.215 
Over 2.571 2.429 3.286 3.143 2.429 
3.047 3.867 2.138 3.388 2.820 
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2.627 2.779 2.471 2.847 3.090 
.380 .703 .506 .449 .240 
1.1281 2.2491 1.9011 2.431 2.639 2.2381 
.421 .663 1.323 .611 .655 .994 
8.500 7.857 8.143 8.000 8.000 7.507 
2.739 1.345 3.288 2.887 3.215 
1.333 1.857 1.571 1.714 1.571 2.190 
2.338 .900 2.936 2.498 2.637 
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Groups III, IV, and V differed significantly (p < .01) from 
nil female dyg Uiouys and tron Male BSE Groups I and II (p < 
.01). Hale ESE Groups I and II did not differ from each 
other or from any Female SSE Groups. In addition to having a 
lover mean p(S) than Males, Female SS£ Groups did not differ 
significantly from each other. 
Insert Figures 2, 3, and 4 about here 
C main effect 
Differences in mean p(S) percentiles for the four types 
of Tasks were highly significant (F = 34.869, p < .01). 
Means for Tasks 1 and 4 differed from all the rest (p < .01) 
but p(S) means for Tasks 2 and 3 did not differ from each 
other. All Hewman-Keuls comparisons among means are present­
ed in Table X. 
AC, BC, and a,BC interactions 
The F ratio for Sex x Tasks (AC) interaction was not 
significant. However, Newman-Keuls comparisons between p(S) 
means revealed some significant differences between Male and 
Female ESE Groups. For Hales p(S) means for Tasks 1 and 4 
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Figure 4. Probability of Success Maans for Experimental Tasks 
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differed from all the rest (p < .05 add p < .01) , but means 
for Tasks 2 and 3 did not differ. For Females p (S) means for 
Tasks 1 and 3 differed from means for Tasks 2 and 4 (p < .05 
and p < .01). However, it may be noted that for Females mean 
p (S) for Task 2 was significantly higher than mean p (S) for 
Task 3 whereas for Males Task 2 and Task 3 means did not 
differ. Rank order of p(S) means was the same for Males and 
Females. 
Insert Table X about here 
Although the fiSE Groups x Tasks (5C) interaction did not 
reach the required level of statistical significance (p < 
.05), there was a tendency (p < .10) for mean p(S) across 
tasks to differ among BSE Groups. Therefore, BSE Group x 
Tasks means were also compared by the Newman-Keuls method of 
pair comparisons for each Task separately and for each BSE 
Group separately. 
Hhen compared for Tasks separately, only RSE Group V 
differed from any of the other RSE Groups. Mean p(S) for 
Tasks 3 and '-i yas significantly higher for RSE Group V than 
for RSE Group I. For Task 4, mean p(S) was also higher for 
RSE Group V than for RSE Groups II and III. mean p(S) compar­
isons between RSE Groups for each Task separately reached 
szâûistical significance. 
TABLE X 
Nevman-Keuls Comparisons 
of Probability of Success Means. 
Main effect B (Groups) . 
RSE Groups 
Mean V IV III I II 
Group V 60.48 NS 9.01** 14.08*» 
Group IV 55.28 NS 
Group III 54.66 
Group I 51.47 
Group II 46.40 
**p<. 01. 
AB Interaction (Sea; x Groups); Male. 
Mean V 
BSE Groups 
III IV I II 
Group V 69.25 NS 14.64** 19.89** 
Group III 62.89 8.28* 13.53** 
Group IV 61.79 NS 12.43** 
Group I 54.61 HS 
Group II 49.36 
*p<., 05. 
• •p<. 01. 
AB Interaction (Sex x Groups): Female. 
No significant differences. 
TABLE X (cont.) 
AB Intel-action (Sex x Gcoups) Males and Females. 
RSE Groups 
Mean V:M III:H IV:M I:B V:F II:F II:M IV:F I;F III: F 
V:M 69.25 NS 14.6%** 17.54*» 19.82** 19.89** 20.57** 20.92** 22.82** 
II1:M 62.89 NS 11.18** 13.16** 13.53** 14.21** 14.56** 16.46** 
IV:M 61.79 NS 12.36* 12.43* 13.11** 13.46** 15.36** 
I:M 54.61 NS 
V:F 51.71 
II;F 49.4 3 
II:M 49.36 
IV:F 48.68 
I:F 48.33 
III:F 46.43 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE X (cont.) 
Main effect C (Tasks). 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 65.51 7.83** 12.32** 24.35** 
Task 2 57.68 NS 16.52** 
Task 3 53.19 12.03** 
Task 1 41. 16 
*4p<.01. 
AC Interaction (£!ex x Tasks): Male. 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 71.14 9.00» 9.71* 27.14** 
Task 2 62.14 NS 18.14** 
Task 3 61.43 17.43** 
Task 1 44.00 
»p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE X (cont.) 
AC Interaction (Sex x Tasks): Female. 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 59.57 NS 15.00** 21.19** 
Task 2 53.14 8.57* 14.76** 
Task 3 44.57 NS 
Task 1 38,38 
•p<.05. 
AC Interaction (Sex x Tasks): Male and Female. 
Mean T4:M T2:M ï.3;M TU;F T2:F T3:F II: M Tl:F 
Task 4, Male 71.14 9.00* 9.71* 11.57** 18.00** 26.57** 27.14** 32.76** 
Task 2, Male 62.14 NS 9.00* 17.57** 18.14** 23.76** 
Task 3, Male 61,43 8.29* 16.86** 17.43** 23.05** 
Task 4, Female 59,57 NS 15.00** 15.57** 21.19** 
Task 2, female 53.14 8.84* 9.14* 14.76** 
Task 3, Female 44,. 57 NS 
Task 1, Male 4 4.00 
Task 1, Female 38.38 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE X (COnt.) 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks) : Task 1. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Task 2. 
No significant differences. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Task 3. 
BSE Groups 
Mean V III IV II I 
Group V 62.50 NS 17.14»* 
Group III 53.93 NS 
Group IV 54.29 
Group II 48.93 
Group I 45.36 
**p<.01. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks) : Task 4. 
RSE Groups 
Mean V IV III II I 
Group V 76.43 NS 13.93* 16.43* 18.21** 
Group IV 69.64 NS 
Group III 62.50 
Group II 60.00 
Group I 58.22 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01 
TABLE X (cont.) 
DC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Group I. 
No significant differences. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Group II. 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 
Task 2 
Task 3 
Task 1 
60.00 
54.29 
48.93 
34.36 
NS 25.64** 
19.93** 
14.57** 
**p<.01. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks) : Group III. 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 
Task 2 
Task 3 
Task 1 
62.50 
56.07 
53.93 
46.30 
NS 16.35** 
NS 
•»p<.01. 
TABLE X (cont.) 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Group IV. 
Mean Task 4 Task 2 Task 3 Task 1 
Task 4 69.64 NS 15.35»* 32.35** 
Task 2 60.72 NS 23.43»* 
Task 3 54.29 17.00*» 
Task 1 37.29 
**p<.01. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Tasks): Group V. 
Mean Task 4 Task. 3 Task 2 Task 1 
Task 4 76.43 13.93* 15.00» 34.85»* 
Task 3 62.50 NS 20.92** 
Task 2 61.43 19 .85** 
Task 1 41.58 
»p<.05. 
• *p<.01. 
TABLE X (coot.) 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Tasks): Task 1. 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Tasks); Task 2. 
No significant differences. 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Tasks): Task 3. 
BSE Groups 
Mean V:M IV:B IIIrM II:M I:M V:F III:F IV:F II:F I:P 
V:M 77.14 NS 22.85* 26.43** 28.28** 30.71** 32.14** 33.57** 37.14** 
IV:H 63.57 NS 
III:M 61.43 
II:M 54.29 
I:M 50.71 
V:F 47.86 
III;F 46.43 
IV:F 45.00 
II:F 43.57 
I:P 40.00 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE X (cont.) 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Tasks): Task U. 
RSE Groups 
Mean V:M XV:M III: M V:l-' I:M II: F IV:F II: M I:F III: F 
V:M 85.71 NS 26.42** 30.71** 31.42** 
IV:M 78.57 NS 23.57** 24.28** 
III:M 70.71 NS 
V:F 67.14 
I:H 61.43 
II:F 60.71 
IV;F 60.71 
II:M 59.29 
I:F 55.00 
III;F 54.29 
*p<.05. 
**p<,01. 
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When p (S) means across Tasks were compared for each RSE 
Group separately, some differences were apparent. All com­
parisons among mean p(S) percentiles were significant for BSE 
Group V {p < .05 add p . .01); all comparisons but one for 
RSE Group IV (p < .05, and p < .01) ; no comparisons for RSE 
Group 1. For RSE Group II mean p(S) for Task 1 was lower 
than for all other Tasks. For RSE Group III, mean p(S) was 
significantly lower for Task 1 than for Task 4 only. RSE 
Groups I and III showed little or no variability in p(S) 
across Tasks. Mean p(S) for Tasks 2 and 3 did not differ 
from each other. The greatest differences were between Task 
1 and all the rest and between Task 4 and all the rest. 
Inspection of differences between mean p(S) for a non­
significant interaction. Sex x TSE Groups x Tasks, further 
emphasized differences among Tasks and among RSE Groups. 
In summary, level of p(S) varied according to Sex of 
subject and BSE Group category, but otherwise differences be­
tween Tasks were independent of Sex of subject and RSE Group 
category. Statistical findings supported Sullivan's hypothe­
sis that self-estimation of success is related to underlying 
evaluative disposition (RSE) . Findings also supported 
Sullivan's conceptualization of personality as existing in 
and being affected by interpersonal situations (Tasks and Sex 
of subject). Mean ? (S) was related to Sex of subject, cate­
gory of ESS Group, and to type of Tasks. In general, within 
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BSE Groups Males made higher estimates of p(S) than did 
Females, Hale B5E Groups differed significantly across Tasks 
whereas Female BSE Ggroups did not, and Baters had no infor­
mation about Ss. Therefore, no interactioss were expected. 
Thus, it may be concluded that no systematic error or bias 
was introduced during the rating procedure, within BSE Groups 
p(S) was related to type of Tasks for Males but not for 
Females. 
C. Hypothesis III 
Hypothesis III; There are no significant differences 
among means of physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar Sweat 
Index) between males and females, among three administration 
times, and among five groups differing in 8SE. 
Independent variables for the testing of Hypothesis III 
were Sex of subject, BSE Groups, and three types of 
Occasions. The dependent variable. Palmar Sweat Index, was 
obtained after subjects had completed the TSCS on Occasion 1 
and after subjects had performed the experimental tasks on 
Occasion 3- Occasion 2 was a base rate obtained at the 
subjects' convenience between Occasions 1 and 3. Occasion 1 
was termed a self-evaluative situation. Occasion 3, termed a 
performance situation, also involved evaluation of self com­
pared with others. 
1 16 
Readings of Palmar Sweat Index slides were made by three 
raters. Inter-rater reliabilities, given in Table XI, were 
+ .75, +.86, and +.81. Spearman-Brown correlation was .87. 
Insert Table XI about here 
Repeated measures analysis of variance (2x5x3x3), Sex x 
RSE Groups X Occasions x Raters, resulted in significant F 
ratios for all main effects and for Sex x RSE Group interac­
tion. Summary table is given in Table XII. Means and stan­
dard deviations are presented in Table XIII. Means are 
plotted in Figures 5, 6, and 7 for RSE Groups according to 
Sex of subject, RSE Groups, and type of Occasion for 
obtaining PSI for each subject. Newman-Keuls comparisons of 
means are presented in Table XIV. 
Insert Table HI and XIII about here 
Although inter-rater reliability was +.87, F ratio for 
Haters was significant (F = 7.087, p < .01) but no interac­
tion of Raters with Sex of subject. RSE Groups, or with 
Occasions was significant. 
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TABLE XI 
Inter-Rater Reliability. 
Rater 1 x Rater 2 .7511 
Rater 1 x Rater 3 .8571 
Rater 2 x Rater 3 .8073 
Spearaan-BrDwa correlation = .8701. 
lid 
TABLE XII 
Analysis of Variance for Palmar Sweat Index. 
Source df MS F 
Between 
Sex 1 4272.080 12. 732** 
Groups 4 948.172 2. 826* 
Sex X Groups 4 1090.087 3. 248* 
Subjects/Sex x Groups 59 335.538 
Non-orthogonality due to unequal n 1 184.773 
Within 
Occasions 2 4673.485 13. 692** 
Sex X Occasions 2 17.771 NS 
Groups x Occasions 8 614.951 NS 
Sex X Groups x Occasions 8 404.331 NS 
Occasions x Subjects/Sex x Groups 118 341.326 
Non-orthogonality due to unequal n 2 7.355 
Eaters 2 1586.189 7. 087** 
Sex X Raters 2 159.346 NS 
Groups X Raters 8 93.821 NS 
Sex X Groups x Raters 8 93.712 NS 
Raters x Subjects/Sex x Groups 118 223.830 
Non-orthogonality due to unequal a 2 7.527 
Occasions x Raters 4 297.579 NS 
Sex X Occasions x Eaters 4 17.095 NS 
Groups X Occasions x Raters 16 75.680 NS 
Sex X Groups x Occasions x Raters 16 72.267 S S 
Occasions x Raters x Subjects/ 
Sex X Groups 236 284.282 
Non-orthogonality due to unequal n 4 3.031 
Total 619 
*p<.05. 
»*p<.01. 
TABLE XIII 
Means and Standard Deviations: Palmar Sweat Index. 
Occasion 
Group I 
Self-evaluation 
Base rate 
Performance 
Total 
Group II 
Self- evaluation 
Base rate 
Performance 
Total 
Group III 
Self-evaluati on 
Base rate 
Performance 
Total 
Group IV 
Self-evaluati on 
Base rate 
Performance 
Total 
Mea n 
37.667 
20.9 05 
25.238 
27.9 36 
44 .000 
23.6 72 
33.6 19 
33.763 
36. 290 
31.8 10 
23.571 
30. 5 60 
38.667 
33.2 86 
26.952 
32.968 
Malei 
Sum 3 
113.000 
62.714 
75.714 
83.810 
132.000 
71.006 
100.857 
101.287 
108.861  
95.429 
70.714 
91.667 
1  1 6 . 0 0 0  
99.857 
80.857 
98.903 
SD 
22.702 
24.702 
35. 824 
30.424 
51.731 
41.653 
34.350 
43. 833 
43.711 
30.971 
44.694 
58. 443 
Mean 
40.552 
22.944 
27.224 
30.293 
41.952 
34.667 
34.953 
37. 194 
35.236 
37.571 
35. 141 
36.005 
38.574 
29.953 
30.095 
32. 87 1 
Female^ 
Sum3 
121. 667 
68.833 
81.667 
90.723 
125.857 
104.000 
104.869 
111. 571 
105.850 
1 12. 710 
105.430 
1 08.  000 
115.716 
89.864 
90.286 
98.620 
SD 
41.084 
46.632 
44.554 
29.996 
41.853 
34.411 
61.512 
29.874 
38.324 
34.474 
45.984 
67.783 
Group V 
Self-evaluation 26.048 78.143 
Base rate 26.624 79.861 
Performance 33.476 100.429 
Total 28.719 86.144 
Total within sex 
Self-evaluation 36.540 109.600 
Base rate 27.257 81.772 
Performance 28.571 85.714 
Total 30.779 91.450 
Total 
Self-evaluation 38.897 116.671 
Base rate 30.0 62 90.195 
Performance 31.249 94.287 
Total 
Total 138.000 100.377 
^ n=7, 
2n=7, except BSE Group I, n=6. 
^Readings of raters. 
37.988 
33.092 
43.208 
50.095 
38. 190 
43.388 
4 3. 88 9 
41.020 
45.159 
49.781 
4 1.290 
32.660 
34. 160 
36.054 
105.711 
150.286 
114.571 
130.143 
131.667 
33. 116 
46.206 
49.324 
123.880 
97.990 
102.480 
107.040 
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Insert Figures 5,6, and 7 about here 
À and B main effect 
Mean PSI was higher for Females (X = 36.05) than for 
Males (X = 30.78). The F ratio was 12.732 (p < .01) . 
The F ratio for the five RSE Groups was 2.826 (p < .05) . 
Nesaan-Keuis comparisons of all pairs of means indicated 
that mean PSI for SSE Group I was significantly lower than 
for BSE Group V No other mean differences among RSE Groups 
were statistically significant at the reguirei level. 
Insert Table XIV about here 
&B interaction 
However, when Sex of subject was taken into account, 
there sere significant differences among RSE Groups when mean 
PSI was compared for Male and Female RSE Groups, both sepa­
rately and combined. 
Compared separately, Male BSE Groups did not differ sig­
nificantly. 
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TABLE XIV 
Newman-Keuls Comparisons of 
Palmar Sweat Index Means 
Main Effect B (Groups) . 
Mean V II III IV I 
Group 
Group 
Group 
Group 
Group 
V 
II 
III 
IV 
I 
36.iO 
35.48 
33.28 
32.92 
29.12 
NS 7. 18» 
NS 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
AB Interaction (Sex x Groups): Males. 
No significant differences. 
AB Interaction (Sex x Groups); Females. 
Mean V II III IV I 
Group V 43.89 NS 7.89» 11.02»* 13.60»* 
Group II NS 
Group III 36.00 
Group IV 32.87 
Group I 30.29 
•p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE XIV (sont.) 
AB Interaction (Sex x Groups): Males and Females. 
Mean V:F II:F III:F II:M IV:M IV:F III:M I:F V:M 
V:F 43.89 NS 10.92* 1 1. 02* 13.33** 13.60** 15. 18** 15.95'* 
II:F 37.19 55 
III;F 36.00 
II:M 33.76 
IV:H 32.97 
IV:F 32.87 
III:M 30.56 
I:F 30.29 
V:M 26.71 
I:M 27.9% 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
TABLE XIV (cont.) 
Main Effect C (Occasions) . 
Mean 
Occasion 
1 3 2 
Occasion 1 38.23 6.80» 0. 17» 
Occasion 3 31. 43 NS 
Occasion 2 30. 06 
*p<.05. 
TABLE XIV (c;ont.) 
AC Interaction (Sex x Occasions): Males. 
Mean 1 
Occasion 
3 2 
Occasion 1 
Occasion 3 
Occasion 2 
36.54 
28.57 
27.26 
7.97** 9.28** 
NS 
»»p<. 01. 
AC Interaction (.'îex X Occasions) : Females. 
Mean 1 
Occasion 
3 2 
Occasion 1 
Occasion 3 
Occasion 2 
41.29 
34.16 
32.66 
7.13** 8.63** 
NS 
* * P<.01. 
TABLE XIV (cont.) 
UC Interaction (Groups x Occasions); Occasion 1. 
No significant differences.. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Occasions): Occasion 2. 
Mean III V 
BSE Group 
IV II I 
Group III 34.6% NS 12.75** 12.77** 
Group V 32.42 NS 10.50* 
Group IV 31.62 9.70* 
Group II 29. 17 NS 
Group I 21.92 
*p<,05. 
BC Interaction (Groups je Occasions) : Occasion 3. 
Mean V 
RSE Group 
II III IV I 
Group V 38.43 NS 12.20* 
Group II 34.29 NS 
Group III 29. 36 
Group IV 28.53 
Group I 26.23 
*p<.05. 
TABLE XIV (cont.) 
BC Interaction (Groups x Occasions) : Group I. 
Mean 1 
Occasion 
3 2 
Occasion 1 39.11 12.88** 17.19** 
Occasion 3 26.2 3 NS 
Occasion 2 21.9 2 
**p<.01. 
DC Interaction (Groups x Occasions) : Group II. 
Mean 1 
Occasion 
3 2 
Occasion 1 42.98 8.69* 13.81** 
Occasion 3 34.29 NS 
Occasion 2 29.17 
•p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Occasions) ; Group III. 
No significant differences. 
TABLE XIV (c:ont.) 
BC Interaction (Groups x Occasions) : Group IV. 
Mean 1 
Occasion 
2 3 
Occasion 1 38.62 NS 10.09* 
Occasion 2 31.6 2 NS 
Occasion 3 ;>8.5 3 
* P<.05. 
BC Interaction (Groups x Occasions): Group V. 
No significant differences. 
TABLE XIV (cont.) 
ABC interaction (Sex x Groups x Occasions) : Occasion 1. 
RSE Group 
Mean V: F II: M II: F ]::F IV: M IV:P I:M III: M III:F V:M 
I:f 40.55 
IV:M 38.67 
IV:F 38.57 
I:M 37.67 
III:M 36.29 
III:F 35.29 
V:M 26.0 5 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
V:F 50.10 
II;H ^^,00 
II:F 41.95 
NS 24.05+ 
17.95* 
NS 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Occasions) : Occasion 2. 
No significant differences. 
TABLE XIV (cont.) 
ABC Interaction (Sex x Groups x Occasions) : Occasion 3. 
BSE Group 
Mean V:F III:F II:F II:M V:M IV:F I:F IV:M I:H III:H 
V:F 43.39 
7 ri:F 35. 1U 
II:F 3a.95 
II:M 33.62 
V:M 33.48 
IV:F 30.09 
I:F 27.2 2 
IV:H 26.9 5 
I:M 25.24 
III:M 23.57 
*p<.05. 
NS 18.14* 19.18» 
NS 
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Compared separately. Female RSE Groups I, II, III, and 
IV did not differ significantly from each other. RSE Group V 
did not differ from RSE Group II but did differ from RSE 
Groups I and IV (p < .01) and from RSE Group III (p < .05). 
When Hale and Female RSE Groups were combined for 
Newman-Keuls comparisons, not all mean PSI comparisons 
within Female RSE Groups remained statistically significant 
at the required level. Female RSE Group V did not differ 
from Female RSE Groups II and III. However, mean PSI for 
Female RSE Group V was significantly higher than for any Male 
BSE Group. When compared with same sex groups females more 
than males differed from each other. When there were signif­
icant differences between Male and Female RSE Groups, mean 
PSI readings were higher for females than for males. 
C main effect 
Differences in mean PSI readings for the three Occasions 
were not affected either by Sex of subject or by RSE Group 
category. F ratio for Occasions was 13.692 (p < .01). 
Contrary to expectations^ mean PSI for Occasion 2 did not 
differ from Occasion 5. However, as expected mean PSI for 
Occasion 1 differed from both Occasion 2 and Occasion 3 (p < 
.31). Zz summary, level of mean PSI varied according to Sex 
of :b]ect an à BSE Group category, but differences between 
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Occasions were independent of Sex of subject and RSE Group 
category. This relationship between independent variables 
and PSI mean readings was essentially the same as between the 
independent variables and mean p (S) scores. 
D. Hypothesis IV 
Hypothesis IV: There is no significant relationship be­
tween physiological indices of anxiety (Palmar Sweat Index) 
and self-estimations of probability of success, ?(S). 
Pooled-within correlations and "between" correlations 
were computed for all independent and dependent variables for 
both sexes together. Correlations were not computed for each 
sex separately nor for RSS Groups separately because there 
were too few subjects in the experimental population. Corre­
lations are given in Table XV. 
Insert Table XV about here 
PSI and p(S) mean deviation scores for the five RSE Groups 
are presented in. Figure 8 = 
Insert Figure 8 about here 
Since Sex of Subject, RSE Group category and Sex x Group in-
TABLE XV 
Correlations: Independent and Dependent Variables.i 
n=69 
Tasks Occasions 
Var. 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 
Tasks 
1 -.03 .09 .08 .01 .09 -.07 
2 -. 18 — — .50** .52** -.11 -. 17 -. 13 
3 -.04 .35** .52** -.10 -.21 -.05 
4 -.02 .38** .29* — — .05 -. 10 -.22 
Occasions 
1 -.08 -.20 -.25* - .08 .35** .44** 
2 .05 -.19 -.18 - .06 .33 .42** 
3 -. 15 -.18 -.07 -,18 .44** .43 
Instructions 
(S) .02 .24* .41** .41** -.09 . 13 . 13 
(SP) .11 .07 .00 -.08 -.04 -.20 -. 06 
(SS) .04 .01 .05 -.19 -.10 -.07 .04 
RSE2 -.04 .19 .37** .40** -.07 .21 . 17 
T3 .41** .7 1** .79** .80** -. 22 -.13 -.21 
PSI4 -.08 -.24 .21 - .14 .74** .76** .83** 
*p<.05. 
**p<.01. 
iPooled within correlations above diagonal. 
"Between" correlations below diagonal. 
^Spuriously high correlations with (S), (S?) , and (SS) 
because RSE = (S)-(SP). 
^Spuriously high correlations with Tasks 1, 2, 3, and 4 
because part-whole correlation. 
•Spuriously high correlations with Occasions 1, 2, and 3 
because part-whole correlation. 
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Instructions 
(S) (SP) (SS) BSE2 T3 PSI» 
,03 .00 . 04 .04 .35»» .00 
.15 .18 . 11 .00 .62»» -.18 
.34»* .25» . 22 .16 .66»» -.15 
.18 .04 -. 19 .20 .73»» -. 13 
.01 -.03 — .16 .04 -. 06 .74** 
-.08 -.11 -. 16 .01 -.16 .76** 
.03 .02 .03 .05 -.20 .83** 
.84»» .56»» .45»» .29* -.02 
.10 . 51*» -.03 . 18 -.05 
.39»» .40»» — .08 .06 -.12 
.88»» -.37»» . 13 — — . 18 .05 
.41»» .03 -. 04 .35»» — —  -.19 
.08 -. 13 -.05 .14 -.24* — 
3 r  
2 
-1 
-2 
•3 
P(S) 
^ ^ ^ yOpsi 
Total 
J I I I J 
I II III IV V 
Figure 8. Mean Deviation SoDres 
Male 
Female 
Male Female 
I I I I I —I—I I I I 
I II III IV V 1 II III IV V 
RSE Groups 
Probability of Success and Palmar Sweat Index 
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teractions were statistically significant, mean deviation 
scores are also presented separately for Hale and Female RSE 
Groups. 
Analysis of data using a repeated measures design demon­
strated that Sex of subject and RSE Group category affected 
levels of self-estimation of success, p(S) , and anxiety 
(PSI). When Sex of subject and when RSE Group categories 
were held constant, none of the pooled-within correlations 
between a) sum of p(S) across Tasks and sum of PSI readings 
across Occasions, b) sum of p/S) and RSE, and c) sum of PSI 
and RSE reached the required level of statistical signifi­
cance. All pooled-within correlations between type of Task 
and PSI Occasion as well as between PSI Occasion and type of 
Instruction were non-significant. Task 3 p(S) score was pos­
itively correlated with both (S) Instructions (r = +.34, p < 
.01) and (SP) Instructions (r = +.25, p < .05). 
In summary. Sex of subject and RSE Group categories 
affected level of p(S) scores and PSI readings. When Sex of 
subject and RSE Group category were held constant, p(S) 
scores and PSI readings were independent of each other. 
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VI. DISCUSSION 
The major objectives of this investigation of intra-
personal disparity (Relative Self-Evaluation: RSE) and its 
effect on the individual's expectations for succeeding (or, 
by implication, failing) in various situations were for the 
most part achieved: a) RSE was operationalized in Study I 
and replicated in Study II; b) it was demonstrated that RSE 
Group differences in level of p(S) generalized across Experi­
mental Tasks; c) RSE Group differences in level of PSI did 
not differ significantly across Occasions; and d) within RSE 
Groups no linear relationships were found between RSE, p(S) 
estimates, and PSI readings. 
The minor objectives of operationalizing and 
investigating the generalization of parental antecedents of 
self-evaluation were partially achieved. Level of self-
evaluation was lower when subjects were unknowingly evaluat­
ing themselves by comparing themselves with parents and 
siblings, both of whom are assumed to be significant others 
in the life of each individual. When RSE scores were normal­
ly distributed there were significant positive correlations 
between (S), (SP), and (SS) Total Positive Scale Scores of 
the TSCS. Pooled-within correlations between (S), (SP) , and 
(SS) were greater for experimental subjects in RSE Groups. 
The inference is that (SP) influenced (S) and (SS) measures 
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of self-evaluation. 
Results of this investigation provided evidence in sup­
port of Sullivan's theory, raised several issues, contained 
implications for goals, processes, and evaluation of outcomes 
of counseling, and pointed towards several possible lines of 
research. Interpretation of results will be discussed under 
the above four headings. 
&. Findings Relating to Sullivan's Theory 
Analyses of results of this investigation substantiated 
a) Sullivan's definition of personality as the "relatively 
enduring pattern of recurrent interpersonal situations which 
characterize a human life" that exists inextricably within 
the social milieu; b) Sullivan's theory of the nature of the 
conception of self; and c) Sullivan's hypothesis that self-
evaluation is related to anxiety and p (S). On the other 
hand, anxiety and p(S) were independent of each other. 
1 • gefinitiqn,o^£ersonaj.ity; 
Sullivan's definition of personality was supported by 
the demonstrated differences between males and females, be­
tween RS2 Groups, between types of Tasks, and between types 
of Occasions as well as by the failure to demonstrate differ­
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ences within subjects, whatever their sex or RSE Group, 
either in increasing estimations of p(S) across Tasks or in 
decreasing anxiety as measured across Occasions. 
Predictions of sex differences in both p(S) and in 
anxiety were based on Sullivan's assumptions that a) the in­
dividual exists inextricably within the environment, which 
differs for males and females, and b) anxiety, expectations, 
values, and standards for judging success or failure in terms 
of instrumental effectiveness of self are learned from sig­
nificant others. Males had higher expectations of success 
than did females. Male BSE Groups differed more from each 
other than did Female BSE Groups. Across Male RSE Groups 
p(S) estimates increased as amount of available information 
increased. Neither of these two findings was true for 
females. The converse was true for measured anxiety. Mean 
PSI was higher for females than for males. Female RSE Groups 
varied more across Occasions than did Male RSE Groups. Im­
plications of these differences will be discussed further 
among the issues raised by the results of this investigation. 
There was partial support for Sullivan's definition of 
personality as an enduring pattern of recurrent interpersonal 
situations. First, Sullivan's definition was supported by 
the finding that although there are differences in p (S) esti­
mates across Tasks, the pattern of these differences was the 
same for all BSE Groups whether male or female. Differences 
1U3 
between HSE Groups in levels of p(S) remained constant even 
though within subjects there were differences between lasts. 
At first glance, the lack of generalization of p(S) across 
Tasks seemed to contradict Sullivan's definition of personal­
ity. However, the generalization of an evaluative 
disposition seemed to be related to the degree of similarity 
between Tasks. When Tasks were similar (Tasks 2 and 3), p(S) 
estimates did not differ. When the Task stimuli differed 
markedly, p(S) estimates also differed markedly, p (S) was 
lowered (Task 1) or raised (Task 4) depending upon whether 
there was little or much information available to the 
subject. In retrospect this should have been predicted from 
the theory because Sullivan recognized the effects of stimu­
lus generalization and learning upon the cognitive 
structuring of personality, and upon the content of each in­
dividual's unique, historical personification of significant 
others. 
Secondly, differences between BSE Groups in levels of 
anxiety also remained approximately the same aven though 
within subjects there were differences between Occasions. 
Differences between Occasions, predicted on the basis of 
degree of threat present, will be discussed in the next sec­
tion. 
Thirdly, ESE Groups that differed in one respect tended 
to differ in others. Also, the more similarity there was ba-
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tveen situations, the more likelihood there was that 
subjects* responses would be similar. Mean PS I and p(S) 
scores differed most frequently for BSE Groups I and V. BSE 
Groups I and V also differed qualitatively and/or quantita­
tively from BSE Groups II, III, and IV on TSCS scores. The 
only significant pooled-within correlations between any Task, 
Occasion, or Instruction were for Task 3 and (S) Instructions 
(r = +.34, p < .01) and (SP) Instructions (r = +.25, p < 
.05). In responding to TSCS items Ss were in an evaluative 
situation. It may be that in addition to differing on dimen­
sions of knowledge of task requirements and available infor­
mation about self. Task 3 differed from the other tasks on an 
interpersonal evaluative dimension. Before participating in 
Task 3, Ss were informed that an Experimenter would keep 
score for them. Therefore, it may be that Task 3 was a more 
evaluative situation than the other three tasks. It was, 
also, more of an interpersonal situation. 
In summary, Sullivan's definition of personality as a 
recurring pattern of interpersonal behavior existing 
inextricably within a social milieu is supported. 
Estimations of p(S) vary according to Sex of subject, RSE 
Group category, and according to situation. However, indi­
viduals who make comparatively higher or lower estimates of 
p (S) in one situation also make comparatively higher or lower 
estimates of p(S) in another situation. Individuals who are 
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comparatively more or less anxious in one situation most 
often are correspondingly more or less anxious in another 
situation. Therefore, prediction of self-evaluative behavior 
must take into account underlying evaluative dispositions, 
and unique personal histories, as well as characteristics of 
the situation. 
2. Nature of conception of self 
Prom a Sullivanian point of view personality is organ­
ized in three parts; a) represented self which may be known 
to the individual and to others; b) selectively inattended 
self which is mainly unknown to the individual but which may 
upon occasion be brought into awareness; and c) dissociated 
self which is rarely known to the individual and which can 
rarely be brought into awareness. This organization is 
thought to be effected through processes of self-evaluation. 
These processes involve judgments of the instrumental effec­
tiveness of attempts to meet the demands of the environment 
and to satisfy the security and biological needs of the 
person- Failure to be instrumentally effective frequently is 
thought to result in feelings of worthlessness, lowered ex­
pectations for success, and increased anxiety. Sullivan's 
postulate that the two criteria for self-evaluation (anxiety 
and instrumental effectiveness) are independent of each other 
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vas demonstrated. Hhen Sex of subject and BSE Group category 
were etatieticaiiy controlled, no systematic relationship be­
tween p(S) and PSI was demonstrated. 
Since failure and anxiety are painful feelings, the 
tendency is to deny such experiences and retain in represent­
ed self only those experiences that are consonant with "Good 
Me". Therefore, there may be disparity between represented 
self and selectively inattended self. In this investigation 
this disparity has been conceptualized as an evaluative 
disposition termed BSE. Bepresented self has been designated 
by (S) ; selectively inattended self has been designated by 
(SP and/or (SS) . 
Demonstration of this dichotomoas organization of per­
sonality reguires six steps: a) both represented self and 
selectively inattended self must be measured; b) such meas­
urement must be replicable; c) it must be demonstrated that 
subjects were unaware of the behavior of selectively 
inattended self; d) it must be demonstrated that BSE is re­
lated to actions; e) it must be demonstrated that BSE leads 
to enduring patterns of actions, and f) it must be demon­
strated that BSE applies to situations of different kinds. 
In this investigation all six of these requirements were 
satisfied to a greater or lesser extent. Measurements of 
represented self (S) and selectively inattended self (SP) and 
(SS) were obtained from two groups of students in two 
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consecutive years. Mean self-evaluation scores for the two 
groups did not differ for any of the self-evaluation scores 
(S, SP, and SS). or for the disparity (RSE) scores. All 
scores were normally distributed with approximately equal 
variances. Therefore, it may be concluded that the 
conceptualizations of represented self, selectively 
inattended self, and disparity between them do represent some 
organization of experience. Evidence that the third require­
ment that subjects be unaware of selectively inattended self 
was anecdotal and consisted of subject* reactions to their 
scores and the explanation of their scores. Invariably the 
first reaction was surprise and then after a moment's thought 
the second reaction was "aha", "of course", "now I see....", 
or "it makes sense". The last three requirements that RSE 
must be related to actions that constitute enduring patterns 
of actions and that RSE must apply to situations of different 
kinds were also met in the following manner. When catego­
rized in five RSE Groups there were significant differences 
between BSE Groups in self-estimations of probability of suc­
cess and in measured anxiety. These differences occurred oa 
three separate Occasions for anxiety and two for p(S). RSE 
differences also occurred in four types of self-estimations 
and three types of Occasions for measuring anxiety. 
Thus, Sullivan's conceptualizations of the nature of the 
concept of self have been substantiated. Whether there is 
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any utility in this view of personality will be considered in 
this section and in the section on the implications of 
Sullivan's theory, the RSE model and research paradigm for 
counseling and future research. 
3. Anxiety, probability of success, and HSE 
Both underlying evaluative dispositions (RSE) and 
situational demands (Tasks and Occasions) were found to 
affect the individual's behavior whether that behavior was a 
physiological expression of a feeling of anxiety or a 
verbalization of expectations of success. Many investigators 
have found significant relationships between anxiety and 
self-esteem (Felker, 1969; Kimble 6 Posnick, 1967; 
Rosenberg, 1962; and others), between self-esteem and expec­
tations of success (Diggory, 1966; and others) , and between 
anxiety and expectations of success (Diggory, 1966; and 
others). However, in this investigation it was found that 
within individuals all three variables were independent of 
each other. 
It is possible that differing findings were a result of 
methodological differences. Most of the above-mentioned 
studies involved two or more paper and pencil reports by self 
or by some other. Rosenberg (1962), however, used more than 
one kind of measurement and also found that the relationship 
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between anxiety and self-esteem diminished as other factors 
Here statistically controlled as they vere in the present in­
vestigation of BSE, anxiety, and p(S). 
The most likely explanation of the discrepancy between 
the findings of other investigations and the present study is 
that in the present investigation both (S) and (SP) were 
taken into account in the construct of RSE. The other stud­
ies were based on self-reports of (S) only. 
The present findings lend strength to three of 
Sullivan's hypotheses: a) (SP) as well as (S) functions in 
interpersonal situations; b) conflict between the two aspects 
of personality is related to behavior; and c) anxiety and 
instrumental effectiveness (success) are independent of each 
other. Thus, the utility of Sullivan's theory, 
operationalized as the model and research paradigm used in 
this study of self-evaluation, has been demonstrated. 
Results add weight to the proposition of Coopersmith (1967), 
Sylie (1961), and others that more than one measure of self-
concept and/or self-evaluation should be used in studying 
self-concept and self-evaluation as they are related to be-
ha?ior= 
Implications of the finding of independence of anxiety, 
probability of success, and BSE will be explored in the fol­
lowing section. 
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B. Issues Raised 
This study was specifically an investigation of self-
evaluation within the framework of Sullivan's theory and was 
based on an expansion of Diggory's model and research 
paradigm for studying self-evaluation. However, results con­
tained implications related to several controversies and 
issues currently being raised in psychology and in present-
day society. Among these issues and controversies are: a) 
the debate over underlying dispositions versus situational 
demands (Bowers, 1973; and Hischel, 1968, 1973; and others) 
b) the question of the necessity for taking into account the 
effects of mediating personality variables including unique 
personal histories and unique values and standards for self-
evaluation (Block, 1968; Hilgard,- 1949; Vale and Vale; 1969; 
and others); and c) a re-examination of the possible 
dichotomy between self-as-object and self-as-process 
(Coleman, 1960; Hall and Lindzey, 1970; Rentz & White, 
1967a); and d) the effects of cultural mores upon sex roles 
and stereotypes. Brief exploration of implications for each 
of these issues follows. 
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1, Underlying evaluative dispositions versus situatioaal 
demands 
When RSE vas controlled by sampling techniques and by 
statistical methods, relationships diminished between RSE and 
anxiety in various situations, RSE and estimations of success 
in varying situations, and between anxiety and estimations of 
success. In this study both underlying evaluative 
disposition and situational demands of Tasks and Occasions 
were independent of each other and were related independently 
to behavior, but differently for males and females. This 
suggests that the appropriate question to be asked in the 
controversy over underlying dispositions versus situational 
demands is not whether dispositions are more predictive of 
behavior than are demaads. The sore appropriate questions to 
be raised would seem to be a) how are underlying dispositions 
and situational demands related, and b) under what 
circumstances does one or the other prevail. 
2. Mediating personality variables 
As mentioned in the foregoing paragraph, when RSE was 
controlled by random sampling (that in effect forced a 
rectilinear distribution) and by statistical methods (repeat­
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ed measures analysis of variance and pooled-within correla­
tions), relationships among BSE, anxiety, and expectations of 
success diminished. Differences between pooled-within and 
"between" correlations in this study ranged from -.37 to +.25 
(see Table XV}. These differences are taken to mean that 
"between" correlations reflected differences between individ­
uals rather than lawful relationships among the three vari­
ables, The non-significant pooled-within correlation between 
anxiety and p (S) was increased to a spuriously high negative 
correlation by the positive relationship of ESE and p(S) dif­
ferences between individuals. 
Sex of subject also served to mask and confuse the rela­
tionship between p(S) and anxiety. When mean deviation 
scores were graphed (See Figure 8) , for each sex separately, 
the resulting curves approximated mirror images. This was 
interpreted to mean that anxiety and p(S) are dual criteria 
for the cognitive structuring of personality. However, 
anxiety and p(S) were not demonstrated to be functionally re­
lated in that when one increases the other decreases. Rather 
when one is the operating criterion, the other is 
inoperative» Hale RSE Sroups varied in p(S) estimates but 
not in anxiety. The reverse occurred for Females. This will 
be discussed further in the section on Sex Differences. 
The present study was an instance where an everyday ob­
servation was demonstrated in the laboratory when effect of a 
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mediating variable vas removed: people who are successful 
and who usually expect to succeed may also be highly anxious, 
and people who frequently fail are not necessarily anxious. 
Thus, failure to take into account the mediating effects of 
BSE may lead to erroneous conclusions about the relationship 
between anxiety and feelings of success or failure. 
Therefore, results of the present study may be interpreted as 
support a) for the importance of including mediating person­
ality variables in research designs for the study of behav­
ior, and b) the validity of Sullivan's hypothesis that self-
evaluation is based on the dual criteria of anxiety and 
feelings of personal effectiveness. 
3. Dichotomy of self-as-obiect and self-as-process 
Sullivan*s explication of represented self and 
selectively inattended self was an expansion of Cooley's and 
Mead's differentiation between self as "I" and self as "Me". 
Sullivan further categorized "He" as "Good Me" and "Bad Me" 
within both represented self and selectively inatteaded self. 
The finding that (SP) was so much more negative than (S) 
suggests that selectively inattended self is characterized as 
"Bad He" by most subjects. Sullivan observed that individu­
als showed predilections for focussing on one or the other. 
Sullivan also observed in his experiences as a therapist, as 
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well as in everyday life, that for the most part a person is 
only partially avare of and only partially reports feelings, 
attitudes, and behaviors. Moreover, as many others have 
noted, Sullivan noted that feelings, attitudes, and percep­
tion of events and behaviors were often distorted both in 
awareness and in self-reports. Therefore, in order to 
understand and predict behavior, one of the major tenets of 
Sullivan's theory was that both aspects of self must be taken 
into account. Not only do represented self and selectively 
isattended self relate to behavior, conflict and disparity 
between represented self and selectively inattended self also 
affect behavior. 
Hore recently, Coleman (1960), Hall and Lindzey (1970), 
and Bentz and White (1967) re-stated and investigated the 
dichotomy of self-as-object and self-as-process. la the 
present study disparity (BSE) between evaluation of self-as-
ob ject and evaluating self-as-process was found to be related 
to level of p(S) and PSI across Tasks and Occasions, respec­
tively. The directions of these relationships were reversed 
for Hales and Females. 
The loH variability of self-as-process (SP) scores for 
both Sales and Females posed several provocative questions. 
Are cultural pressures such that an attribute of "Good Me" is 
deprecation of self when compared with others, especially 
parents? Is the relatively low self-as-process score a 
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result of negative reflected appraisal? Does the higher 
self-as-object score represent a defensive strategy against 
low self-as-process aspect of self? Is comparatively nega­
tive (SP) a carry-over from childhood when in reality parents 
and other adults were larger, stronger, more knowledgeable 
and more powerful? Have the subjects had too few 
opportunities for experiencing control over events and envi­
ronment and for instrumental effectiveness in interpersonal 
situations? Or, as Sullivan has suggested, have subjects se­
lected situations that are similar to past situations so that 
established patterns of interpersonal behavior continue with­
out change. Or, again, as Sullivan has suggested, do 
subjects distort perception of new situations in order to 
react with old responses? One final question: does low (SP) 
represent a lack of differentiation of self, i.e., a lack of 
discrimination between self and others? 
In summary, results of the present study in which 
subjects were categorized according to size of disparity be­
tween self-as-object and self-as-process supported the propo­
sitions that this is a potentially productive approach and 
that Sallivan's theory has utility for this approach. The 
utility of recognizing the dichotomous nature of personality 
in the counseling situation will be discussed in the section 
on implications for counseling. 
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U. Sex differences 
Hales and females did not differ in measured self-
evaluations. An attempt vcis made to select tasks for the in­
dependent variable that were free from sex bias. Equal num­
bers of male and female experimenters were used. Neverthe­
less, between males and females there were differences in 
both measured anxiety and estimations of success which were 
large compared to the differences between RSE Groups and type 
of stimuli (Tasks) . 
As shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9, there was little or 
no variability in expectation of success for Females 
differing in amount of disparity between (S) and (SP). On 
the other hand. Males differed significantly in expectations 
of saccesse The opposite was true for measured anxiety. 
Insert Figure 9 about here 
If we agree that "negative reflected appraisal" 
(disapprobation from significant others) is principally a 
component of selectively inattended self, and if we also 
agree that disparity between represented self and selectively 
Inattended self represents conflict, then two conclusions 
follow. 
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First, by including in represented self the "Good Me" 
experiences and attributes and in selectively inattended self 
the "Bad Me" experiences and attributes, conflict increases 
as polarity between represented self (S) and selectively 
inattended self (SP) increases. Secondly, increased conflict 
leads to further defensive strategies for reducing discomfort 
and for maintaining the cognitive structuring of personality. 
At this point the demonstrated differences in p (S) and 
PSI between males and females become meaningful against the 
background of the present-day social milieu. If we further 
agree that situations involving self-evaluation represent a 
threat to the cognitive structuring of personality and that 
p(S) and PSI are two of the many possible reactions to 
threat, several conclusions follow. 
First, the results of this investigation reflect the 
prevailing cultural patterns of approbation and 
disapprobation. For the most part, males have been 
encouraged to be achievement-oriented, competitive, and "suc­
cessful." Furthermore, anxiety and feelings of helplessness 
have been regarded as "unmanly." On the other hand, for 
females competitiveness has tended to be equated with 
aggressiveness and has been regarded as an undesirable attri­
bute. Likewise on the other hand, anxiousness and 
helplessness have been acceptable "feminine" behaviors. 
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Secondly, achievement foc females has largely been 
restricted to areas relating to home, family, and children. 
Therefore, females have had fewer options open to them gener­
ally for feeling instrumentally effective and those options 
that have been readily available to them by and large have 
not been accompanied by "positive reflected appraisal" 
(approbation from significant others). Consequently, females 
are likely to have experienced less success and, therefore, 
have lower expectations for success. 
In addition, the competent, "successful" woman is still 
often regarded as compensating for something lacking in her 
"feminine" nature. Also, having fewer options available for 
experiencing feelings of success, the probability is greater 
that females are more likely to react with anxiety to threats 
to their evaluations of themselves. Another explanation may 
be that, as Horner (1968} has suggested, females fear suc­
cess. 
Whatever the explanation, as disparity (RSE) increased, 
anxiety increased for females but not for males. In a recent 
study of vocational aspirations of children, one little boy's 
response sums up the prospect facing many women. Children 
were asked two questions: what do you want to be when you 
grow up, and if you were a boy (or girl) then what would you 
want to be. After much thought and protest that he wasn't a 
girl, the little boy's response to the second question was "I 
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guess I would be nothing." 
C. Counseling and Counseling Research 
Implications of the results of this study for the coun­
seling/therapy situation and for counseling input, process, 
and outcome research (Howard & Orlinsky, 1972) may be broadly 
classified in three categories: implications for setting 
goals of counseling; implications for counseling methods; and 
implications for choosing counseling approach most likely to 
benefit a specific client. 
RSE Groups differed on three dimensions to a greater or 
lesser extent. For example, ESE Group I was low on all three 
dimensions: estimations of success, anxiety, and conflict. 
BSE Group 7 was high on all three. From the lata as 
analyzed, no conclusions can be drawn or predictions made as 
to whether or not individuals in one group are more likely 
than those in another to require counseling at some time. 
However, it is reasonable to suppose that RSE Groups do not 
differ greatly in this respect. Therefore, it seems appro­
priate to consider how goals- methods- and selection of a 
particular counseling approach for a specific client might 
differ on the basis of what the data do indicate about groups 
of individuals. 
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1. Goals of counseling 
The most obvious conclusion to be drawn is that goals 
for males can be expected to be different from goals for 
females even though their scores on all dimensions might be 
equal. This requires that the counselor/therapist, whether 
male or female, understand well the social pressures and 
demands made upon males and females differentially and the 
nature of the obstacles besetting both males and females in 
their pursuit of their goals. 
Secondly, brief interviews with subjects in different 
RSE Groups made differing impressions on the Experimenter. 
Most subjects were anxious about their scores. Some, but not 
all subjects nor subjects from all groups, were interviewed. 
Females in RSE Group I and Hales in RSE Group 7 seemed 
passive-aggressive and defensive. Males in RSE Group I and 
Females in RSE Group V seemed most alert and spontaneous. 
Males as well as Females in RSE Groups II and III seemed 
hesitant, submissive, and unsure of themselves but without 
defensiveness. Clinically speaking, on the basis of the 
interviews these subjects would be expected to have differing 
goals in counseling. 
Lastly, the three dimensions (estimations of success, 
anxiety, and conflict) approximate the kinds of difficulties 
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clients report and for which they desire help. RSE appears 
related to complaints of lack of identity, feelings of 
worthlessness, conflict and indecision about values, diffi­
culties in relationships with parents and families, and a 
need for cognitive restructuring, p (S), also related to 
feelings of worthlessness, seems more related to difficulty 
in making vocational decisions, dissatisfaction with social 
relationships, behavior, personal effectiveness in general 
and necessity to focus on behavioral change primarily. PSI 
is a physiological measure of anxiety and could, therefore, 
be expected to reflect anxiety directly and be related to a 
desire to reduce generalized anxiety or specific anxieties 
such as test and speech anxiety. 
If further research demonstrated relationships between 
goals and BSE, p (S), and anxiety, the theory, model, and re­
search paradigm would be potentially useful in formulating 
goals and setting priorities in counseling. 
2. Counseling processes 
The foregoing observations are applicable to choice of 
counseling process as well as to goals. If the major goal of 
counseling were cognitive restructuring, the orientation of 
choice might be non-directive counseling (Bogerian), re­
education (Alexander, 1965; Alexander & French, 1946), or 
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rational emotive therapy (Ellis & Harper, 1974), either in 
individual or group situations. From a Sullivanian orienta­
tion, the role of the counselor and/or group members would be 
to provide more positive reflected appraisal than the client 
had hitherto experienced and to bring about a change in the 
personification of significant others. 
If the major goal of counseling were focussed primarily 
on decision making or specific behavioral changes, then the 
approach of choice might be assertive training, training in 
the processes of decision making, or the development of 
social skills. These goals might be reached more efficiently 
in a group setting. 
Finally, if the major goal of counseling were reduction 
of specific anxieties, relaxation and desensitization would 
most likely be the most effective counseling method. Reduc­
tion of generalized anxiety might better be accomplished by 
one of the techniques suggested for cognitive restructuring 
or for effecting specific behavioral changes, or as 
Heichenbaum (1974) has suggested, cognitive behavior modifi­
cation. 
The relationship between the three dimensions, goals of 
counseling, and counseling methods thought most likely to 
benefit a specific client cannot be stated without further 
research. 
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3. Selection of counsel in q pro ces s for a specific client 
The question of which counseling method is most likely 
to benefit a specific client at what stage in the counseling 
process has not been satisfactorily answered. For example, 
experience has shown that not all clients who seek relaxation 
training and desensitization for test or speech anxiety bene­
fit from the experience. Attempts at predicting who these 
individuals are have not met with much success. In the hope 
that patterns of anxiety over time might have some heuristic 
value for screening clients who seek desensitization, Simons 
(197%) obtained daily measures of anxiety over a two-week 
period prior to taking an exam. When subjects* responses 
were factor analyzed, four clusters of anxiety patterns 
esergsds Patterns were found to be differentially related co 
GPX. Similarly, the exploration of RSE and PSI on self-
evaluative and performance situations might have heuristic 
value for developing screening methods for selecting clients 
for relaxation training and desensitization of specific 
anxieties. 
Research suggests that all methods are effective some of 
the time, that no method is effective all of the time, and 
that there are other interpersonal resources available to 
many people (Bergin, 1971) that are as effective as counsel­
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ing in bringing about desired changes. 
Evaluation of which method is most likely to benefit a 
specific client depends upon assessment of outcome of coun­
seling in relation to goals, fiesearch based on Sullivan• s 
theory of the interpersonal nature of personality and upon 
the model and research paradigm investigated in this study 
would require a nested factorial design: RSE x p(S) x PSI x 
Goal X Hethod. Different, but equivalent, dependent vari­
ables would be necessary for each subject/client. Such a 
design would require such a large number of subjects that it 
would be necessary to involve many counseling/therapy 
agencies or employ a fractional factorial design (Cochran S 
Cox, 1957). In summary, Sullivan's theory of the interper­
sonal nature of personality and the model and research 
paradigm employed in this study were related to goals of 
counseling, counseling processes, and matching of goals and 
processes, and counseling outcomes for specific clients. A 
research design was proposed. 
D. Additional Suggestions for Research 
In addition to the foregoing proposed counseling re­
search, results of this investigation lead to suggestions for 
two other areas for further research: a) critique of 
methodology and suggestions for replication of this investi-
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gation; and b) expansion of the present study to include 
other Independent and/or dependent variables. 
1. Critique of methodology and modified replication 
The utility of the construct of ESE was first tested ia 
1973 and replicated in 1974 using Iowa State University psy­
chology students. The second testing supported the reliabil­
ity of the measures of self-evaluation and the validity of 
the construct of RSE, However, the generalizability of the 
construct should be tested by replication with other popula­
tions from different age groups, different regions, and dif­
ferent racial and socio-economic backgrounds. 
Reliability and construct validity of the independent 
variables in Study II are not sufficiently established. The 
dependent variables have been widely used in psychological 
research. However, more information is needed about both the 
independent and dependent variables. Therefore, replication 
of the study is advisable. Examination of the data leads to 
several suggestions for improving the research design. These 
sill be discussed separately for the independent variables, 
the dependent variables, and the statistical methods. 
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Independent variables 
Instructions for TSCS The item responses proved 
troublesome for many subjects. Although completion of the 
three forms of the TSCS took less than an hour, re-wording of 
the item responses might be advisable. Options 1, 2, 4, and 
5 could be retained but Option 3 could be changed to "Can't 
say" and accompanied by instructions to avoid choosing the 
"Can't say" Option. 
RSE Groups Inspection of the data revealed that 
certain BSE Groups did not differ from each other ia mean 
p(S) and PSI. Therefore, three levels of RSE Groups might 
suffice. Furthermore, with the use of five RSE Groups, dis­
tribution of (S) scores does not overlap. From inspection of 
(S) =eaas and standard deviations for ESS Groups, it sas 
apparent that RSE Groups IV andV differed from each other and 
both differed from RSE Groups I, II, and III. However, RSE 
Groups I, II, and III did not appear to differ from each 
other. From inspection of (SP) means and standard deviations 
for BSE Groups, it was apparent that the only difference be­
tween BSE Group (SP) means was that RSE Group I differed from 
all of the rest. (SS) means did not appear to differ. 
In view of the similarities and differences among (S), 
(SP), and (SS) means there was no evidence that allowed final 
169 
conclusions about whether it was self-as-object (S), self-as-
process (SP), disparity (BSE) between them, or some combina­
tion of the three variables that accounted for or was related 
to differences among BSE Groups in measured p(S) and PSI. 
Results ace open to the interpretation that differences are 
due to self-as-object (S) rather than to differences in RSE. 
By combining BSE Groups ambiguity in interpretation of 
results might be reduced. Another way to obviate this diffi­
culty might be to match subjects on (S) scores in the 
sampling procedure. This might prove difficult. Less than 
ten per cent of the subjects had negative RSE scores. Varia­
bility of (SP) scores was small. 
Tasks Either a priori predictions about differ­
ences between p(S) for differing tasks were incorrect or 
characteristics of Tasks were not adequately controlled. 
First, Tasks may have been incorrectly classified in the 
matrix in which case other Tasks should be devised. Tasks 2 
and 3 differed from Tasks 1 and 4 in that estimated 
percentile rank was based on ten trials for Tasks 2 and 3 
whereas Tasks 1 and 4 were single events. Although Tasks 2 
and 3 have beea used in other research# Task 1 has not: Re­
liability of Task 1 is therefore not established. Further­
more, Tasks 1 and 4 may be too dissimilar from each other and 
from Tasks 2 and 3. Secondly, since Tasks 2 and 3 never 
differed significantly, three Tasks might suffice. By 
170 
reducing both BSE Groups and Tasks to three levels. Sex x 
Task and Group x Task interactions might be found 
statistically significant. This would strengthen the support 
for Sullivan's theory. Finally, characteristics of Tasks may 
be confounded with threat because a) the significant other 
used for comparison necessarily varied from Task to Task, and 
b) although subjects were screened from other subjects to 
provide privacy in the performance of Task 3, a score keeper 
was present. Evidence that threat was not a factor is that 
the anagram and arithmetic filler tasks were very effective 
distractors. still, psychology students are suspicious 
subjects; the subjects in this study by and large were sure 
the dependent variables were the anagram and arithmetic 
filler tasks. 
De£ende^_variables 
p(S) There is no reason to suppose that 
subjects did not understand the meaning of percentile, but it 
might nevertheless be advisable to include in the post-
experiment questionnaire a question that would verify the 
subjects' understanding of the meaning of percentile. Sean 
p(S) for Task 1 was lower than for all other Tasks for all 
BSE Groups both Male and Female. This finding may have been 
confounded by the different response format and scoring 
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method. Ss may have responded differently when a tangible 
standard (Partner's line) was provided for comparison. The 
assumption that "Partner's line" was equivalent to a mean of 
50.0 may have been in error. 
PSI PSI measures were taken at the end of Ses­
sions I and III. This may have introduced an unwanted vari­
able in the comparison of anxiety measured on Occasions 1 and 
3 with anxiety (base rate) measured on Occasion 2. Zytowski 
(1965) found differences between pre- and post-session physi­
ological measures of anxiety for Ss in his control group. It 
is possible that Ss became habituated to the situation and 
returned to Base Sate by the end of the session. It is 
suspected that palmar sweat is as labile as heart rate and 
blood pressure. A more valid comparison might be made if 
measures of anxiety were taken both pre- and post-sessions. 
Secondly, although PSI is a widely used index of anxiety, 
rater reliability is not as high as desired. 
Reliability of ratings might be increased by improving 
the quality of the slides made and by changes in the method 
of reading the slides. There seemed to be a relationship be­
tween quality of slide and experimenter who made the slide. 
Such differences could be reduced by thorough training in the 
techniques of preparing a fingertip and applying the solu­
tions. One or all of a number of changes in method of read­
ing slides would very likely increase rater reliability. 
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Slides could be projected on a screen with a 2 mm mask 
superimposed on the slide so that it would be known that all 
raters read the same area. 
Other possibilities for improving reliability of the PSI 
measure might be: a) measure the area of open pores since 
pores vary considerably in size between subjects; b) measure 
ratio of open pores to total pores, and c) adopt methods of 
chemical analysis of sweat; and/or some combination of the 
above. 
Statistiçal_analïsis 
In order to increase the amount of information available 
for the testing of the hypotheses, several statistical proce­
dures could be added to those employed in this investigation. 
To gain more information about the construct validity of 
BSE, subjects in fiSE Groups could be re-classified in (S) 
Groups and means of dependent variables compared for the two 
methods of classification. Comparison could also be made of 
the number of subjects who remained in the same relative 
groupsc A second procedure for assessing the construct 
validity of RSE might be to submit TSCS item responses to 
cluster analysis for statistical grouping of subjects in RSE 
Groups. The possibility that the observed effects could be 
due to (S) rather than to RSE exists. Two reasons that this 
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does not appear likely are that self-evaluation has most 
often been found to be related inversely to anxiety and posi­
tively to p (S) and this was not always the case in this 
study. However, as hypothesized by Sullivan, the effects 
could be due to (S) rather than to ESS because of the 
quadratic relationships that occurred for anxiety among Male 
ESE Groups. To further assess the construct validity of RSE, 
differences between fiSE Groups in Empirical Scale Scores of 
the TSCS could be ascertained by means of chi square analy­
sis. 
In order to obtain more information for the testing of 
Hypotheses II and III, it would be desirable to perform trend 
analysis for the p(S) means for RSE Groups and Tasks, both of 
which may be construed as continuous variables. Computing 
separate pooled-within correlations for males and females 
would provide more information about the differences between 
males and females as well as about the relationships among 
RSE, p(S) , and PSI. 
2. Expansion of RSE model and research paradigm 
Further research based on Sullivan's theory and on ex­
pansion of both the model and research paradigm employed in 
this investigation holds promise for the exploration of the 
relationship between cognitive structuring of personality and 
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behavior. Increasing the number of independent variables as 
well as dependent variables holds promise for reaching a 
greater understanding of the foregoing relationships and 
hopefully greater accuracy in the prediction of behavior of 
any one individual. 
Model 
More information might be provided if, rather than using 
the (SS) Instructions, subjects were instructed to compare 
themselves on each item with the same sex parent (SSP) and 
with the other sex parent (OSP) . 
In addition to changing the independent variable. In­
structions, to include same-sex-parent and other-sex-parent 
comparisons, assessment of distortion of subjects' percep­
tions of their parents—and themselves in relation to their 
parents—might be accomplished by adding the following equa­
tion to the BSE model: 
Y1. . . . . 0 .....Y1 
and/or 
Ï1. . . . . 0 . . . . .  (Yn.....o Xn) . 
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The complete model would be: 
XI o 
XI o 
XI 
(Xn 
Y1 
o 
(S) 
Y) (SP) or (SSP and OSP) 
(P) Y 1 # # # # * O # * * # # 
and/or 
ri o (Yn o Xn) (PS) or (SSPS and OSPS) 
where Y symbolizes a parent, XI symbolizes S's represented 
self, and Xn symbolizes S's total personality. 
It might be profitable to expand the research paradigm 
to include a number of other independent and dependent vari­
ables. Other independent variables that may possibly have an 
influence on, or bear a relationship to, BSE are: a) 
biographic variables such as number of siblings, birth order, 
socio-economic or educational background of family members, 
Earitai status of subject^ whether mother is smployed outside 
the home, extended or nuclear family, and whether or not 
subjects have experienced some form of couaseliag; b) differ­
ence between estimated and actual percentile ranks; c) both 
success and failure conditions; d) experimenter variables 
such as evaluator present or absent, sex of evaluator, 
authority vs non-authority of evaluator e) competitive vs 
cooperative conditions, and f) in the case of counseling re­
search, counselor/counselee variables such as sex of 
counselor and couaselee, expert vs novice counselor. 
Besearch_2aradigm 
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counselees vs non-couaselees, and RSE similarity between 
counselor and counselee. 
It might also be fruitful to explore the relationship 
between RSE scores and Rotter*s I-E Scale either as two inde­
pendent variables with p{S) and PSI as the dependent vari­
ables or as independent and dependent variables respectively. 
The same suggestion is offered in regard to other measures 
of anxiety. 
In summary, a number of suggestions have been made for 
increasing precision by refinement of independent and depen­
dent variables, modified replication of this investigation, 
expansion of the model of BSE, and expansion of the research 
paradigm to include additional independent and/or dependent 
variables. 
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VII. SDMMABY 
The present investigation of self-evaluation consisted 
of two studies within the framework of a) Sullivan's theory 
(1947) of the interpersonal nature of personality, b) 
Diggory's model (196 6) and research paradigm of self-
evaluation, and c) five seemingly independent lines of empir­
ical investigation: antecedents of self-evaluation; intra-
personal disparity between evaluation of self-as-object and 
evaluating self-as-process; functional relationships between 
anxiety and self-evaluation; self-evaluation operationally 
defined as self-estimations of success/failure, p (S); and 
generalization of self-evaluation. 
Study I extended Diggory's research model of self-
evaluation to include: a) Relative Self-Evaluation (RSE) ; 
and b) parental antecedents of self-evaluation. 
Study II, a modification of Diggory's research paradigm 
and application of the extended model of self-evaluation, 
explored the relationships between RSE, anxiety, and self-
estimations of probability of success. 
Intra-personal disparity (RSE) was measured in the fol­
lowing manner. Three self-evaluation scores were obtained by 
administering the Tennessee Self Concept Scale accompanied by 
three different Instructions: a) (S) , as given in the test 
Manual; b) (SP), compare self with parent-dyad on all items; 
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and c) (SS), compare self with sibling-group on all items. 
ESE scores were then computed by subtracting (SP) Total Posi­
tive Scale Scores from (S) Total Positive Scale Scores. On 
the basis of these BSE scores, subjects (Iowa State Universi­
ty students enrolled in one of three undergraduate psychology 
courses) were divided into five BSE Groups with seven males 
and seven females in each BSE Group. 
Subjects performed four Experimental Tasks. Before each 
Task, subjects made an initial self-estimate of percentile 
rank compared with specified others: p (S) . Mean P(S) in­
creased from Task 1 to Task 4 for both males and females. 
Hean p(S) scores also differed significantly between males 
and females and among BSE Groups. Males made higher esti­
mates of p(S) than did females; the greater the BSE the 
higher the p(S) for males but not for females. Mean p(S) did 
not differ for Female BSE Groups. In addition, there were no 
significant interactions between type of Task and either Sex 
of subject or BSE Group category. 
Anxiety was measured by the Palmar Sweat Index (PSI) on 
three Occasions: self-evaluative, base rate, and perform­
ance: For both Male and Female BSE Groups, maan PSI did not 
differ between Base Bate and Performance Occasions but was 
significantly higher on the Self-Evaluative Occasion. There 
were significant differences in mean PSI between Males and 
Females and among BSE Groups. Measured anxiety was higher 
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for Females than for Males. The greater the RSE the greater 
the measured anxiety for Females but not for Males. Again 
there were no significant interactions between type of 
Occasion and either Sex of subject or fiSE Group category. 
Relationships among RSE, p(S), and PSI were investigated 
by means of pooled-within correlations. There were no sig­
nificant correlations among BSE, p(S), and PSI when Sex of 
subject and BSE Group category were statistically controlled. 
Therefore, it was concluded that RSE, p (S) , and PSI were in­
dependent of each other. 
Results were interpreted as providing evidence in sup­
port of the utility of Sullivan's theory of the interpersonal 
nature of personality. 
Results were also interpreted as providing evidence for 
the issues of a) underlying evaluative dispositions versus 
situational demands; b) utility of taking mediating personal­
ity variables into account in research in psychology; c) the 
utility of discriminating between self-as-object and self-as-
process; and d) the effect of cultural mores on habits of 
self-evaluation (RSE) and on demonstrated differences between 
sales and females in p (S) and PSI. 
An expanded model and research paradigm for counseling 
and counseling research based on Sullivan's theory were pre­
sented. 
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Critique of methodology and suggestions for further re­
search by replication and expansion of the present study were 
presented. 
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X. APPENDIX 
NO. 205 
_Age 4. Pre-Exper inent Questionnaire 
Sex 
Jfear in College (Fr., Soi^., Jr., Sr.) 
PARENTS (Raised by other than ovm parents 
.Both living Indicate relationship 
Jtother only living. If mother deceased- hov; many years ago? 
_Pather only living. If father deceased» hov; many years ago? 
^Married and living together 
_Sepùrated. If separated, hot; many years ago2_ 
JDivorced. If divorced, how many years ago? 
Remarried. If remarried, hoiv many years ago? 
If parents are sei)arated» divorced, or remarried^ which 
parent have you lived ivith mostly? 
Father's occupation 
Mother's occupation^ 
Father's education.^ 
Mother's education-
_Nuiri3er of brothers 
Number of sisters 
In the spaces beloi;, please list in order according to age your brothers 
and sisters and yourself. Please put on asterisk by your age, • 
AGE SEX EDUCATION COMPLETED OCCUPATION, if employed 
by end of this year 
• Include half-brothers and haIf-sisters and/or any cW-idren raised 
as part of your family. 
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NAX-ÎE IJOo 
If you are interested in your scores on these tests, please call or rnoke 
an appointment to see: Decky Johnson^ Student Counseling Service, Room 
207; Blrjgc H., Telephone: 294-5055> 
Would you 1» willing to participate in the next phase of this research 
project Î It viould be soioe time during spring quarter» YES NO 
If YSSs please complete the folloi'ing so that v;e can contact you later 
about tiine and locations 
Address 
Tclei^yane 
Soc« SoCo No, 
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B. Experimenters* Instructions to Subjects 
Instructions foe Session I 
Thank you for volunteering for this study. This re­
search project is conducted in three sessions. You have each 
received a number to identify youc scores. &11 scores will 
be confidential and anonymous. However, so that your scores 
may be available to you a key will be kept until the end of 
Final ¥aek. it that time the key sill be destroyed. 
Beaember, if you want your results you must ask for them be­
fore the end of Final Week. 
First, we will fill out the Research Participation 
Credit cards. Please pass these cards to the left when you 
have finished. 
Now, will you take the 3x5 card and print your name and 
Social Security Number. He would like you to indicate two 
things on this card: 1) By this time of the Quarter you 
probably have some idea of how you are doing in your courses. 
So, we ask each of you to "guesstimate" what your Grade 
T% ,/s. 4 ^  ^ -î T 1 V» f V» t L m w*  ^ 4- * » m 4. ^  yv •« ^   ^^ M  ^ H w* _ 
wujkO oc ^ ^ u w w* ** 
lative Grade Point Average, just your Grade Point for this 
present quarter. 2) On the line that is marked off in 
percentiles, will you please place an X in the percentile 
space where you think your e£esent-_guarte£_Grade_Point will 
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be compared to all others in your college class: Freshman, 
Sophomore, etc. 9ill you rank in the top 10%, the bottom 
10%, or wherever, of all Freshmen, Sophomores, etc., as the 
case may be? Please pass these cards to the left when you 
have finished. 
Hezt.....you have each received a form on which we ask 
you to indicate whether you think you might like to know your 
scores.... and whether you might be willing to participate in 
further research. You may hand these in as you leave. 
The next thing we ask you to do is fill out an informa­
tion sheet. Put down your age, your sex, and your year in 
school. 
In the section under PAEEHTS, place a chsck mark before 
those statements that apply to you. 
If either parent is deceased, indicate in the appropri­
ate place how many years since that parent's ieath. If your 
parents are separated, divorced, and/or remarried, please in­
dicate how many years since any of these events took place. 
If you have adoptive parents, please indicate that by 
writing "adoptive" after the word PARENTS. If you have been 
raxsed by souieone vho bears some other relationship to you 
(aunt, uncle, grandmother, grandfather, brother, sister, 
etc.) please indicate that also. 
Complete the rest of the blank as indicated. 
2 09 
This evening you will be asked to do four things. In 
addition to completing the three answer sheets which you have 
received, we will ask you for something we call the Palmar 
Sweat Index. People respond differently to situations of 
this type and we want to know how you respond. 
This is a completely painless procedure. The solution 
we use is completely aon-allergenic. After you have complet­
ed the three answer sheets, I will administer the Palmar 
Sweat Index. So that you will know what to expect, I will 
now demonstrate the procedure for you: DSMONSTBATE {wipe 
finger, apply solution, let dry, remove with Scotch tape, 
transfer to slide, mark slide with Ss number). 
How, please take the answer sheet marked (S). Put the 
other two aside. Check to be sure you have the answer sheet 
marked (S) . 
Notice that the responses run ACROSS the page. (Illus­
trate on the blackboard). 
I will read the instructions aloud while you read them 
to yourself. It usually takes 12-15 minutes to respond to 
these statements. Work as rapidly as possible. Me will wait 
for all to finish before proceeding to the r.ext part. Look 
up when you are finished. 
Shen all are finished, collect answer shaets AND IN­
STRUCTIONS. Than pass out other two instructions. Please 
keep %he ruestionaaire for the next parr. Take the score 
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sheet marked: (Sp) and (Ss) vhichevec applies. Repeat in­
structions as before for (SP) and (SS) . 
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General instructions for Session III 
1. This experiment takes place in four rooms. 
2. You will each receive a card with a schedule for you 
to follow. We expect to be finished in a little more than an 
hour. It depends upon how fast things go. Credit cards will 
be filled out later. 
3. Along with the schedule card you will receive all 
the materials you will need for tonight. If you do not have 
a pen or pencil you may borrow one when naeiei. Do not write 
on any of the papers until you are instructed to do so. 
4. Now, the Experimenters will call the names of those 
who are to go with them at this time to another room. You 
will receive your materials when you get to your rooms. 
Those who do not go with one of the other Experimenters, 
please remain here. 
5. When everyone has completed the three parts of the 
experiment tonight, please come back to this room. Bring all 
your papers back here. 
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InSt£Uçtions_for_ESP_Task 
1. Use Score Sheet marked "B", 
2. This is an ESP task. You have each been paired with 
another subject in the experiment (tonight or another night) . 
On the paper marked with B you will see drawings of two 
glasses. One is marked "Yours". One is marked "Partner". 
On the one marked "Yours" you will see à line. This line is 
at varying levels. What we want you to do, is this: put a 
line on the drasiag marked "Partner". You should put this 
line wherever you think that other person's line is. 
fieaember you have each been paired with another subject. 
I do not know the basis for this pairing; I do not know with 
whom any of you have been paired; I do not know where any of 
the lines have been placed. Yours may be the same as your 
partner's, it may be more or it may be less. 
Will you then please work on the anagram and arithmetic 
problems until the other groups are finished. Take them with 
you and work on them as you have time. 
2 1 3  
Instructions for Dot Estimation Task 
1. Ose Score Sheets marked "A". 
2. I am going to show you some slides. These slides 
have varying numbers of black dots on a light background. 
You will view each slide for less than 2 seconds. Ihat we 
want you zo do is try to estimate the number of dots on each 
slide, 2 seconds is probably not long enough actually to 
count the number of dots, so we are just asking you for your 
best guess. You will have 3 seconds betseen slides to write 
down your estimate on the score sheet. Therefore, you will 
have to work fast. 
Before we begin I will show you one practice slide so 
that you will know the procedure. Before presenting each 
slide, I will say "Ready". Then I will present the slide, 
às soon as the slide goes off the screen, write the number 
you estimate in the space provided. I will explain the 
scoring procedure after yau have seen the practice slide, 
3. Present Practice Slide with 7 Dots. 
4. Scoring Procedure: Your score will be computed as 
follows: The number you put down will be subtracted from the 
actual number of dots on a slide (or vice versa). The sum of 
these differences will be your score. For example, you just 
saw a slide with 7 dots. If you had guessed that there were 
7 dors, your score for that slide would be "0". If you had 
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guessed that there were 6 or 8 dots, your score would be "I". 
Therefore, the smaller your total score, the more accurate 
your estimates and the better your score. Iha best possible 
score would be "0". Total difference of 9 would be better 
than total difference of 20, etc. 
5. Based on what I have just told you, we want you to 
do one other thing. Would you estimate how you think your 
total score will rank compared with the scores of the others 
in this experiment. To estimate the rank of your score, 
please place an X in one of the squares of the upper box. If 
you think you will do about as well as others, you should put 
an X somewhere between 40 and 60. If you think you will 
probably do better, put an X between 60 and 70, 70 and 80, 
etc. These squares mean that you think your score will be in 
the top 10%, the bottom 10%, in the middle (40 to 60) or 
somewhere in between as the case may be. This is not how 
well you WANT to do, but how you think you will ACTUALLY do. 
Make this estimate of your rank as if you were making it to 
12a£self. 
The box at the bottom of the page is for you to revise 
your estimate of your score compared to others if you wish to 
do so after you have viewed the slides. Will you now place 
an X in that upper box. Do not change that X, but if you 
want to change your estimate after you have seen the slides, 
do that in the lower box. Make this estimate as if it were 
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to yourself only, not to me or someone else. 
6. Show slides. 
7. While we wait for the other groups to finish what 
they are doing, please work on the anagrams and/or arithmetic 
problems. Take these anagrams and problems with you and work 
on them as you have time. These will be collected at the end 
of the experiment. 
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Instçuçtioas_^r_Sho2t_theJloon_Game 
Have subjects sit behind the aisle. Place games on 
step, one on each side of the room. This is so that when 
subjects play the game, they will not have an audience. Ex­
perimenters keep score for each subject. 
1. Ose Score Sheet marked "C. 
2. Before we begin we will show all of you what we want 
you to do. We want you to come up one at a time to play a 
game. This is not tiaed, nor is it a relay race. *e have 
placed the games on the sides of the room in the front so 
that you will not have an audience while you play. One of us 
will keep score for you while you play. le need to work as 
quickly as possible so will you get ready for your turn when 
the person before you comes up to the front for his/her turn. 
Here is the game. It is called "Gravitation" or "Shoot 
the Moon"; it may have other trade names as well. There are 
two metal rods and a steel ball. The object of the game is 
to place the ball on the rods and manipulate the rods so that 
the ball will roll as far as possible before it drops between 
the rods. The farther the ball rolls before dropping, the 
higher your score. You may not have done this before so we 
will give each of you one practice trial before you begin. 
You can expect to get more points as you go along. Possible 
points range from 100 to 200 0 on any one trial. Total scores 
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may range from 0 (if the ball drops off the board) to 20,003, 
Now that you have seen what we want you to do, would you 
estimate how you think your total score will rank compared 
with the scores of the others in this experiment. To esti­
mate the rank of your score, please place an X in one of the 
squares of the ugger box. If you think you will do about as 
well as others, you should put an X somewhere between 40 and 
60. If you think you will probably do better, put an X be­
tween 60 and 70, 70 and 80, etc. If you think others will do 
soaewhat better than you, place an X between 30 and 40, 20 
and 30, etc. These squares mean that you think your score 
will be in the top 10%, the bottom 10%, in the middle (40 to 
60) or somewhere in between as the case may be. This is not 
how well you WANT to do, but how you think you will ACIUàLLÏ 
do. Make this estimate of your rank as if you were making it 
to_20urself. 
The box at the bottom of the page is for you to revise 
your estimate of your score compared to others if you wish to 
do so after you have played the game. Will you now place an 
X in the upper box. Do not change that X, but if you want to 
change your estimate after you have played the game, do that 
in the lower box. Make this estimate as if it were to 
yourself oalj, not to me or someone else. 
While you are waiting for your turn and after you have 
had your tarn, please work at the anagram and arithmetic 
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problems until it is time to move on to the nsxt part. 
Please do not watch the person who is playing the game. 
Take the anagram and arithmetic problems with you and 
work on them as you have time. 
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C. Independent Variables for Hypothesis I 
INSTRUCÏICNS 
On the top line of the separate answer: sheet, fill in your name, 
today's date, your age, and your sex. Write only on the answer 
sheet. 
The statements in this inventory are to help you describe 
yourself as you sec yourself» Please respond :o them as if you 
ivere describing yourself yourself » Do not omit any item! Read 
each statement carefully} then select one of tJie five responses 
listed belo'.;« Erase corr.pletely any ansi:er you wish to change and 
mark your new ansiver^ 
tJhen you arc ready to start, find the blank on your ansvjer 
sheet labeled "Instructcr'' and record the tin». VJhen you are 
finished, record the tire finished in the blanic labeled "2" im­
mediately below the blark l-beled ^Instructor". 
RESPONSES 
1 2 5 4 5 
Completely Mostly P.-rtly false tîostly Completely 
false false cind true true 
r.ttly true 
Keep these resronce niuokexs in front of you to help you remember them. 
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IN COMPASZSCN WTEH YOUR PARENTS 
INSTRUCTICWS 
On the top line of the separate answer sheet, fill in your name, 
today's date, your age, and your sex» rite only on the answer 
sheet» 
This time you are asked to indicate v/hether you think the 
statements are mRE iRUE OR LESS TRUE OF YOU THAN THEY ARE OP 
YOUR PKREtfSSo Please respond to the Btatemonts as if you were 
making this cmnparisoii to yourself. Do not omit any iteml Read 
each statement carefully; thai select arvs of the five responses 
listed below. 
When you are read^' to start, find the blank on your answer 
sheet labeled "Instructor" and record the time» When you are 
finished, record the time finished in the blank labeled "2" im­
mediately held-; the blailc labeled "Instructor". 
RESPONSES 
Definitely 
more false 
of me than 
of ray 
parents 
Mostly more 
false of me 
than of my 
parents 
Sometimes 
tore false 
Siinctimes 
mire true 
oi îûs than 
of my 
pirsnts 
I-tostly more 
true of me 
than of ny 
parents 
Definitely 
more true 
of me than 
of my parents 
Keep these response nuinbtsr:; in front o*^ you to help you remember them» 
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IN C »!: ARISQN wOH YOUR SIBLINGS (brothers and sisters) 
DJSTRUCPiaiS 
On the top line of the separate answer sheets fiii in yotr name, 
today's date* your age, and your sex. Write only on the answer 
sheet» 
This time you aj:c i ck xl to indica :e whether you think t e 
statements are I40RE TRUE C.î LESS TliUE OP YOU TILW THEY ARE O? 
YOUR SIBLINGS. Please ras.'jond tc the 3fcateinent3 as if you were 
making this comparison to yourself.. Da not (xn:.t any item! R*»ad 
each statement carefully; then select one of thf» five responses 
listed below» 
When you are ready to start, find the blank on your ansv.-er 
sheet labeled "Instructor" and record the time» When you arc 
finished, record the time cinlshed in the blank labeled "2" l:a-
medlately below the blank labeled "Instructor". 
RESPOKSIS 
Definitely 
more false 
of me than 
of my 
siblings 
Mostly more 
false of me 
than of my 
siblings 
Sonti! times 
more false 
sometimes 
more true 
of roe than 
of my 
siblings 
Mostly more 
true of me 
than of ny 
siblings 
Definitely 
more true 
of me than 
of ny siblings 
Keep these response numbers In front of you to help you remember them. 
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D, Independent Variables for Hypotheses II, III, and IV 
Sketch of slides 
for Dot Estimaticxi 
(Task 2) 
Sanple slide 
8 9 10 
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Rod and Sphere Game 
(Task 3) 
1 
Author's sketch reproduced by Charlotte Heinecke 
224 rj NO 
E. Dependent Variables 
YOURS PAR!mER*S 
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00144 
Sxaryle» 7 dots 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
Percentiles 
1. dots 
2 , dots 
3, dots 
4 , dots 
5 dots 
6 . acts 
7. dots 
8. dots 
10. dots 
3 
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c NO, 
Example, jpoints 
0 10 20 30 
1. points 
2. points 
3. points 
4. points 
5.) points 
6. points 
7. points 
8. points 
S. points 
± ± 
40 50 60 
Percentiles 
70 80 90 100 
10. jpointsl 
! 
1 
i 
1 
10 20 30 40 50 60 
Percentiles 
70 80 90 100 
227 
MAKE 
SOC. SEC. NO. 
Estimatea Present (Winter) Quarter Grade Point 
(j% 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 
PERCENTILES 
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F. Palmar Sweat Index Formula 
5 gm of polyvinyl formal (Formvar, Monsanto Co.); 
15 ml of butyl phthalate; 
20 gm of colloidal suspension of graphite 
(DAG Acheson Colloids Co.) 
in 100 ml of ethylene dichloride 
ANAQWIS a=._j)Qûaa 
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G. Anagraa and Arithmetic Filler Tasks 
NIKX IRGM 
BISI lERS 
IRHE CDTL 
NTRU IKSS 
NTDE TI.BO 
ROTO VROE 
OLSE DUiIE 
EUHD nJÏA 
TEPE mj* 
CKRC HMCU 
AUDR EIKE 
AEPC TLCO 
EKLA ELRO 
NPEA IDAS 
EDLO TLSO 
IiDEIA l'ZPEILi 
ALOF TLSA 
RSUB ODOi'l 
TLSI RSOE 
ETSA PNSl 
ELVX TALH 
ASTP APWS 
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ItlSLA^ 
EPDO__ 
t 
;3GR__ 
/STR__ 
IÙR3__ 
- —*2^ 
;£vs__ 
• 
J'GSI__ 
]:wi_ 
OTIR__ 
f:oMP_ 
' ?TS_ 
'•'PAT 
: yRA 
>1SI£ 
/•.TLSE 
ORBSE 
eiKSA 
ERPE 
OLTO 
EMDA 
EKl% 
YRPE__ 
ROMO 
AST/T 
ERPA 
IISR^ 
EDRE 
OIiPE 
YRBU 
ELPI 
ENDO_ 
AMITE 
ASPtJ 
5LPA 
TLFE 
REG.\ 
FGRO^ 
EAMN 
EKPE 
TPSE_^ 
EmST 
RSAEC 
62 
49 
78 
19 
94 
45 
79 
80 
79 
18 
31 
40 
56 
23 
41 
00144 
5 39 65 82 85 31 58 06 59 5 SO 
69 25 4C 33 27 41 56 14 15 58 30 
85 
19 
45 
51 
45 
79 
40 
11 
86 
88 
18 
2 
25 
95 
33 
63 
52 
77 
33 
17 
51 
26 
T4 
17 
48 
86 
3f 6'= 
15 
7S 
5 
57 
91 
I 
10 
I.'. 
<•>6 
74 
81 
19 
iil 
50 
89 
20 
57 
81 
8:3 
66 
29 
26 
31 
40 
54 
60 
76 
79 
59 
79 
5 
95 
61 
'>7 
58 
30 
2 
49 
27 
8: 
T-
57 
23 
40 
72 
64 
16 
26 
63 
90 34 
32 
32 
11 10 
92 
49 
67 
S'l 
91 
1. 
47 
93 
78 
60 
51 
46 
33 
44 .?2 
70 
30 
44 
43 
10 
67 
48 
85 
98 
32 
5 A 
47: 
94 
46 
34 
71 
65 
1 
58 
72 
66 
15 
4 
8 
87 
90 
79 
66 
68 
52 
6 
:v8 
12 
5 
66 
20 
28 
IG 
19 
75 
i:V 
% 
43 
77 
36 
16 
60 
37 
10 
2 
75 
92 
94 
34 
78 
32 
20 
10 
?.c 
V4 
77 
?3 •T 
77 
9 
30 
19 
SUBtRACT NO. 00144 
33 93 39 54 25 ?.0 74 82 37 89 22 11 73 
2 73 19 17 12 15 11 81 5 44 5 8 69 
99 62 63 20 92 27 n 35 5S 67 76 82 95 
97 30 60 6 20 14 25 30 17 29 58 40 70 
41 29 58 66 54 6S 78 87 51 37 31 15 23 
27 16 9 10 25 53 73 10 42 38 6 9 16 
52 29 50 35 60 42 43 70 c 50 50 35 40 
12 13 49 10 IS 28 37 6? •J 56 45 1 39 
89 25 42 59 63 81 34 3:5 7'i 44 41 7 56 
68 13 8 46 42 49 M 8 49 24 17 3 49 
96 26 51 95 77 AP. ÎO 75 68 32 51 15 8 
30 26 3 4 26 6 n 5S 54 20 17 9 1 
49 64 52 46 6 41 34 4S; 9? 87 38 49 50 
17 57 40 19 3 ?S 12 4:.. 12 30 23 16 29 
32 56 77 55 •r.c •ii 90 5 40 
6 31 63 U 17 M cv Î. iSe 4 3 
74 25 4*» 5f. 71 f3 )-l 9f: 55 • 45 
49 13 HO 21, S3 * 9 8 r /" À T 20 6 3/ 
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00035 
one Post-Experiment Questioanaire 
YES NO X have played "Shoot the Moon** before» 
I have had some kind of counseling. 
YES NO Individual counseling 
YES NO Group counseling 
Vocational-Educational High School Counselor 
Personal-Social _Psychologist 
Psychotheropy Psychiatrist 
Other Other 
YES NO X thli^ I have seme idea of the purpose of this experimento 
If YES* please describe 
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Subjects' responses 
N=69 
Had played rod and sphere game before 16% 
Had some idea of purpose of experiment 11% 
Acquainted or friends with other Ss in experiment 965 30% 
Filler task 
Started anagrams first 365 73% 
Started arithmetic first 27% 
Completed 
Arithmetic 37% 
Anagrams: one word 965 25% 
Anagrams: >one word S66 0% 
Have had some counseling 25% 
Individual 22% 
Group 10% 
